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The  views,  opinions,  and/or  findings  contained  in  this  report  are  those  of  the  author(s)  and 
should  not  be  construed  as  an  official  Department  of  the  Army  position,  policy,  or  decision, 
unless  so  designated  by  other  documentation. 


The  use  of  trade  names  in  this  report  does  not  constitute  an  official  endorsement  or  approval  of 
the  use  of  such  commercial  products.  This  report  may  not  be  cited  for  purposes  of 
advertisement. 
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reused  and  redeveloped.  Satisfying  this  objective  requires  the  identification  cf  real  property  where  no  hazardous 
substances  or  petroleum  products,  regulated  by  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Comp>ensation,  and  Liability  Act 
(CERCLA) ,  v«re  stored  for  one  year  or  more,  tenown  to  have  been  released,  or  disposed. 

FWDA  is  a  21,fll2  acre  installation  located  in  northwestern  New  Mexico,  near  the  city  of  Gallup,  New  Mexico.  Old  Fort 
Wingate  was  established  in  1050.  During  WWII.  it  was  a  storage  point  for  overseas  shipments  and  has  been  used 
predominantly  for  the  storage  of  ammunition.  It  was  also  used  to  test  Perhing  missiles.  The  active  mission  of  FWDA 
ceased  in  January  1993 . 

ERM  reviewed  existing  investigation  documents;  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  State,  and  county  regulatory 
records;  environmental  data  bases;  and  title  documents  pertaining  to  FWDA  during  this  investigation.  In  addition,  ERM 
conducted  interviews  and  visual  inspections  of  FWDA  as  well  as  visual  inspections  of  and  data  base  searches  for  the 
surrounding  properties. 

Information  in  this  CERFA  report  was  current  as  of  January  1994.  This  information  was  used  to  divide  the  installation 
into  three  categories  of  parcels:  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels  and  CERFA  Parcels,  as  defined  by 
the  Army. 

The  total  BRAC  property  acreage  at  FWDA  is  21,012  acres.  Areas  of  the  facility  that  have  no  history  of  CERCLA-regulated 
hazardous  substance  or  petroleum  product  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  one  year  or  more,-  and  no  history  of  other 
environmental  hazards  (such  as  asbestos,  radon  gas,  lead-based  paint,  unexploded  ordnance,  radionuclides,  or  not  in-use 
equipment  containing  polychlorinated  biphenyls),  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels.  A  total  of  23  CERFA  Parcels  were 
identified  comprising  approximately  16,339  acres. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  report  presents  the  results  of  the  Community  Environmental 
Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  investigation  conducted  by 
Environmental  Resources  Management  (ERM)  at  Fort  Wingate  Depot 
Activity  (FWDA),  a  U.S.  Ck>venunent  property  selected  for  closure  by  the 
Base  Realignment  and  Qosure  (BRAC)  Commissicm  under  Public  Laws 
100-526  and  101-510.  Under  CERFA  (Public  Uw  102-426),  Federal 
agencies  are  required  to  identify  expeditiously  real  property  that  can  be 
inunediately  reused  and  redeveloped.  Satisfying  this  objective  requires 
the  identification  of  real  property  where  no  hazardous  substances  or 
petroleum  products,  regulat^  by  die  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  LiaUlity  Act  (CERCLA),  were  stored  for 
one  year  or  more,  known  to  have  been  released,  or  disposed. 

FWDA  is  a  21,812  acre  installation  located  in  northwestern  New  Mexico, 
near  the  dty  of  Gallup,  New  Mexico.  Old  Fort  Wingate  was  established  in 
1850.  During  WWII,  it  was  a  storage  point  for  overseas  shipments  and  has 
been  used  predominantly  for  the  storage  of  ammunition.  It  was  also  used 
to  test  Perhing  missiles.  The  active  mission  of  FWDA  ceased  in  January 
1993. 

ERM  reviewed  existing  investigation  documents;  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  State,  and  county  regulatory  records;  environmental 
data  bases;  and  title  documents  pertaining  to  FWDA  during  this 
investigation.  In  addition,  ERM  conduct^  interviews  and  visual 
inspectiot\s  of  FWDA  as  well  as  visual  inspections  of  and  data  base 
searches  for  the  surrounding  properties. 

Information  in  this  CERFA  report  was  current  as  of  January  1994.  This 
information  was  used  to  divide  fi\e  installation  into  three  categories  of 
parcels:  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels  and 
CERFA  Parcels,  as  defined  by  the  Army. 

The  total  BRAC  property  acreage  at  FWDA  is  21312  acres.  Areas  of  the 
facility  that  have  no  history  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substance  or 
petroleum  product  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  one  year  or  more;  and 
no  history  of  other  environmental  hazards  (such  as  asb^tos,  radon  gas, 
lead-based  paint,  xmexploded  ordnance,  radionuclides,  or  not  in-use 
equipment  containing  polychlorinated  biphenyls),  are  categorized  as 
CERFA  Parcels.  A  total  of  23  CERFA  Parcels  were  identified  comprising 
approximately  16339  aaes. 
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Areas  of  the  facility  that  had  no  evidence  of  CERCLA-regulated 
hazardous  substance  or  petroleum  product  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for 
one  year  or  more,  but  contained  other  environmental  hazards  (such  as 
asbestos,  radon  gas,  lead-based  paint,  unexploded  ordnance, 
radionuclides,  or  not  in-use  equipment  containing  polychlorinated 
biphenyls)  were  categorized  as  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels .  A  total  of  44 
CERFA  C^ialified  Parcels  were  identified  comprising  approximately  940 
acres. 

Areas  of  the  facility,  for  which  there  is  a  history  of  release,  disposal,  or 
storage  for  one  year  or  more  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances 
or  petroleum  products  or  had  a  release  of  the  other  environmental  hazards 
identified  above  were  categorized  as  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels.  A  total 
of  37  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  were  identified  comprising 
approximately  4333  acres. 

Areas  on  the  facility  that  will  be  retained  by  the  Federal  Government  or 
that  have  already  been  transferred  by  deed  are  categorized  as  CERFA- 
Excluded  Parcels.  No  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  were  identified. 

The  primary  objective  of  CERFA  is  satisfied  by  the  identification  of 
CERFA  Parcels  and  CERFA  C^ialified  Parcels .  As  a  result,  concurrence 
has  been  sought  from  the  regulatory  agencies  on  these  two  categories  of 
parcels.  This  CERFA  Report  has  been  reviewed  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Environmental  Center  (USAEC),  Region  VI,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  the  New  Mexico  Environmental  Department. 
Comments  received  from  regiilatory  agencies  and  USAEC's  response  to 
those  comments  are  located  in  the  Appendix. 

This  report  contains  maps  that  summarize  the  categorization  of  FWDA  on 
the  basis  of  the  above  definitions.  This  Executive  Summary  should  be 
read  only  in  conjunction  with  the  complete  CERFA  Report  for  this 
installation.  The  CERFA  Report  provides  the  relevant  environmental 
history  to  substantiate  the  parcel  categorization.  This  report  does  not 
address  other  property  transfer  requirements  that  may  be  applicable 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  nor  does  it  address 
natural  resource  considerations  such  as  the  threat  to  plant  or  animal  life. 
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1.1  PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Public  Laws  100-526  and  101-510  designated  n\ore  than  100  Department  of 
Army  facilities  for  closure  and  realignment.  As  a  result,  it  became 
necessary  to  expedite  the  environmental  investigation  and  cleanup 
process,  as  necessary,  prior  to  the  release  and  reuse  of  Army  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  property.  The  BRAC  environmental 
restoration  program  was  established  in  1989  with  tite  first  round  (BRAC 
88)  of  base  dosures  and  continued  with  subsequent  rounds  (BRAC  91, 
BRAC  93,  etc.).  The  BRAC  program  is  pattern^  after  the  Army's 
Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP),  except  that  it  has  been  expanded  to 
indude  such  environmental  concerns  as  asb^tos,  radon,  polychlorinated 
biphenyls  (PCBs),  and  others  that  are  not  normally  addressed  under  the 
Army  IRP. 

In  October  1992,  Public  Law  102-426,  the  Community  Environmental 
Response  Fadlitadon  Act  (CERFA)  amended  Section  120  (h)  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability 
Act  (CERCLA)  and  established  new  requirements  with  respect  to 
environmental  assessment,  deanup,  and  regulatory  agency 
notification/concurrence  for  federal  fadlity  dosures.  CERFA  requires  the 
federal  government,  before  termination  of  federal  activities  on  real 
property  owned,  to  identify  property  where  no  hazardous  substances 
were  stored,  released,  or  dispos^  of.  Also,  the  designation  must  be 
concurred  with  by  the  appropriate  regulatory  agency  (U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  for  National  Priority  List  (NPL)  bases  and  state  for  non- 
NPL  bases).  These  requirements  retroactively  affect  the  Army  BRAC  88 
and  BRAC  91  environmental  restoration  activities,  and  are  being 
implemented  at  BRAC  93  sites.  The  primary  CERFA  objective  is  for 
federal  agendas  to  expeditiously  identify  real  property  offering  the 
greatest  opportunity  for  immediate  reuse  and  redevelopment.  Although 
CERFA  does  not  mandate  the  Army  transfer  real  property  so  identified, 
the  first  step  in  satisfying  the  objective  is  the  requirement  to  identify  real 
property  where  no  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances  or 
petroleum  products  were  stored,  released,  or  dispxjsed. 

ERM  was  awarded  the  task  to  identify  real  property  where  no  CERCLA- 
regulated  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  were  stored, 
released,  or  disposed  at  twelve  BRAC  88  sites.  Under  this  task,  an 
Execution  Plan  was  developed  to  describe  the  process  in  satisfying  the 
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CERFA  task  objective.  The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  present  the  findings 
for  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity,  Gallup,  New  Mexico. 


DEFINITION  OF  TERMS 

The  following  definitions  are  used  in  this  report 

CERFA  Parcel  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for  which 
investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more,  release, 
or  disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or  petroleum 
derivatives  and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration  of  such 
substances.  CERFA  parcels  indude  areas  where  FCB  containing 
equipment  is  in  operation,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  release.  CERFA 
parcels  also  indude  any  portion  of  die  installation  which  once  contained 
related  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues  including  ur  exploded 
ordnance  (UXO)  located  on  firing  ranges  or  impact  areas,  radon,  stored 
(not-in-use)  PCB  containing  equipment,  asbestos  contained  within 
building  materials,  radionudides  contained  within  products  being  used 
for  their  intended  purposes,  and  lead-based  paint  applied  to  building 
material  surfaces,  but  which  have  since  been  fully  remediated  or  removed. 

CERFA  Parcel  Qualifiers(s)  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more, 
release,  or  disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or 
petroleum  derivatives  and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration 
of  such  substances.  Parcel  does  however  contain  related  environmental, 
hazard,  or  safety  issues  induding  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  located  on 
firing  ranges  or  impact  areas,  radon,  radionuclides  contained  within 
products  being  used  for  their  intended  purposes,  asbestos  contained 
within  building  materials,  lead-based  paint  applied  to  building  material 
surfaces,  or  stored  (not-in-use)  PCB  containing  equipment. 

CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  evidence  of  a  release,  dispiosal,  or  storage  for 
more  than  one  year  of  a  CERCLA  hazardous  substance,  petroleum,  or 
petroleum  derivative;  or  a  portion  of  the  installation  threatened  by  such  a 
release  or  disposal.  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  also  include  any  portion 
of  the  installation  where  PCB,  asbestos  containing  material,  lead-based 
paint  residue,  radionuclides,  or  any  ordnance  has  been  disposed  of,  and 
any  locations  where  chemical  ordnance  has  been  stored.  Additionally, 
CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  include  any  areas  in  which  CERCLA 
hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  have  been  released  or 
dis]X)sed  of  and  subsequently  fully  remediated. 
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CERFA  Excluded  Parcel  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property 
retained  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  therefore,  explicitly 
investigated  for  CERFA.  CERFA  Excluded  Parcels  also  include  any 
portions  of  the  installation  which  have  already  been  transferred  by  deed  to 
a  party  outside  the  federal  government,  or  by  transfer  assembly  to  another 
federal  agency. 

The  following  labels  are  used  in  conjvmction  with  the  identified  parcels. 
Each  parcel  is  given  a  unique  number  to  which  the  appropriate  labels  are 
attached. 

•P  =  CERFA  Parcel 

•  Q  =  CERFA  Qualified  Parcel 

•  D  =  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel 

•  E  =  CERFA  Exduded  Parcel 

EXAMPLE:  4P  indicates  that  the  fourth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel 
category. 

The  presence  of  related  environmental,  hazard,  and  safety  issues, 
responsible  for  placing  a  parcel  in  the  CERFA  Qualified  Parcel  category,  is 
indicated  by  the  following  labels: 


•  A 

ss 

Asbestos 

•  L 

S 

Lead-Based  Paint 

•  P 

s 

PCB 

•  R 

= 

Radon 

•  X 

- 

Unexploded  Ordnance  (UXO) 

•  RD 

Radionuclides 

EXAMPLE:  5Q-L  indicated  that  the  fifth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Qualitied 
Parcel  category  because  of  the  presence  of  lead-based  paint. 

The  following  designations  are  used  to  indicate  the  type  of  contamination 
or  storage  present  in  a  parcel.  Conditions  responsible  for  placing  a  parcel 
in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category  are  indicated  by  the  following: 

•  PR  =  Petroleum  Release 

•  PS  =  Petroleum  Storage 

•  HR  =  Hazardous  Release 

•  HS  =  Hazardous  Storage 

EXAMPLE:  12D-HR  indicates  titat  the  twelfth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA 
Disqualified  category  becaxise  of  evidence  of  hazardous  release. 
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Fbr  all  parcels,  (P)  P  with  parentheses  around  it]  is  used  to  indicate 
that  the  presence  of  the  contamination  is  possible,  but  that  data  is 
unavailable  for  verification. 
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EXAMPLE:  9Q-A(P)  indicates  that  the  ninth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA 
Qualified  Parcel  category  because  of  the  possible  presence  (unverified)  of 
ACM. 


OTHER  EXAMPLES: 

Parcel  label  15D-HR/PS/ A(P)  indicates  that  the  15th  parcel  is  in  the 
CERFA  Disqualified  category  based  on  evidence  of  a  hazardous  substance 
release  and  petrolevim  storage.  It  also  contains  possible  ACM. 

Parcel  label  8Q*X/R  indicates  that  the  eighth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA 
Qualified  Parcel  category  because  of  the  presence  of  unexploded 
ordnance  and  radon. 


GEOGRAPHICAUENVIROmfEmAL  SETTING 

Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity  (FWDA)  occupies  21,812  acres  of  land  in 
northwestern  New  Mexico  (NM),  in  McKirUey  County  (see  Figure  1.3-1). 

It  is  located  eight  miles  east  of  Gallup,  NM  and  about  130  miles  west  of 
Albuquerque,  NM,  along  Interstate  40.  FWDA  has  been  a  government- 
owned  and  operated  facility  under  the  command  of  the  U.S.  Army.  It 
served  as  a  munitions  storage  and  reserve  status  material  and 
demilitarization  facility.  Currently,  operations  at  the  facility  have  ceased 
as  a  result  of  closure. 

To|X)graphicaUy,  FWDA  may  be  divided  into  three  areas:  (1)  the  rugged 
north-to-south  trending  Hogback  along  the  western  and  the  southwestern 
boundaries;  (2)  the  northern  hill  slopes  of  the  Zuni  Mountain  Range  in  the 
southern  portion;  and  (3)  the  alluvial  plains  marked  by  bedrock  remnants 
in  the  northern  portion  of  the  installation.  Streams  unload  their  sediment 
in  the  low-lying  areas  in  the  northern  p>art  of  the  installation,  creating  an 
extensive  alluvial  deposit  among  remnants  of  bedrock.  The  streams 
eventually  end  in  the  South  Frark  of  the  Puerco  River  near  the  northern 
boundary  of  FWDA. 

The  altitude  of  FWDA  ranges  from  apprmdmately  8,2(X)  feet  above  mean 
sea  level  (MSL)  in  the  south  to  6,600  feet  above  MSL  in  the  north.  Main 
drainages,  following  the  topography,  flow  from  south  to  north  and  empty 
into  the  South  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River.  Many  tributaries,  however, 
follow  the  regional  trend,  flowing  from  southwest  to  northeast.  Because 
of  the  nature  of  precipitation  in  this  arid  region,  the  surface  drainage  is 
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Figure  1 .3-1 

Location  of  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity 
Gallup.  New  Mexico 


* 


relatively  shallow  near  headwaters.  Downward  erosion  intensifies  as 
streams  move  downstream,  resulting  in  a  system  of  well-developed 
arroyos.  Arroyos  form  because  of  the  erodibility  of  localized  areas  of  silty 
and  day-rich  bedrock. 

FWDA  lies  between  the  South  Fbrk  of  the  Puerco  River  and  the  northern 
foothills  of  the  Zuni  Mountain  Range.  All  drainages  in  this  area  are 
intermittent.  Flows  in  tl^  drainages  occur  only  during  and  after  heavy 
rainfall  events  or  during  snowmelt  Drainages  are  fed  by  washes  in  the 
Zuni  Mountain  Range  and  the  Hogback.  The  drainages  generally  flow 
toward  the  n<Mth  until  the  South  Ifork  of  the  Puerco  River  is  encountered, 
except  in  the  southwestern  comer  of  the  installation  where  drainage  is 
toward  the  west 

The  majority  of  FWDA  is  underlain  by  the  Chinle  Formation  (Triassic  age) 
and  dissected  by  arroyos.  The  Chinle  Fbrmation  consists  primarily  of 
calcareous  mudstone,  with  minor  amounts  of  fine-grained  calcareous 
sandstone.  The  sandstone  is  relatively  weather-resistant  and  forms  the 
cap  rock  of  the  remnant  bedrock  exposures  in  the  northern  portion  of 
FWDA.  The  softer  mudstone  is  easily  eroded  to  form  badlands  or  arroyos 
on  hillslopes  and  in  eroded  valleys. 

Alluvial  deposits  are  best  developed  in  the  northern  part  of  FWDA,  in 
lowland  areas  situated  between  bedrock  remnants.  Alluvial  deposits  have 
also  developed  along  streams  draining  the  Hogback  and  Zuni  Mountains 
which  flow  through  the  northern  part  of  the  installation  before  joining  the 
South  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River.  bWause  foe  alluvium  was  generally 
deposited  by  braided  streams,  foe  texture  and  internal  structure  are 
characterized  by  lateral  and  vertical  variability.  The  grain  size  of  foe 
alluvium  ranges  from  clay  to  gravel,  typical  of  braid^  stream  deposits. 

Ground  water  is  present  at  great  depth  in  most  of  the  rock  units 
underlying  FWDA.  Examination  of  these  rocks  and  of  records  of  wells  in 
the  area  indicates  that  foe  only  formations  at  FWDA  capable  of  yielding 
more  than  a  few  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  in  a  well  are  foe  Quatowam 
Alluvium  (Quaternary  age),  foe  San  Andres  Limestone  and  Glorieta 
Sandstone  (Permian  age).  However,  minor  amounts  of  ground  water  are 
present  within  foe  Chinle  Formation  (Triassic  age)  and  underlying  rock 
units.  Water-bearing  formations  of  Jurassic  and  Cretaceous  ages,  capable 
of  yielding  1(X)  or  more  gpm,  are  present  4  to  6  miles  west  of  FWDA,  but 
not  within  facility  boundaries. 

The  San  Andres-Glorieta  aquifer,  which  constitutes  the  primary  ground 
water  source  for  FWDA,  outcrc^  near  foe  facility's  southern  boimdary 
and  dips  to  foe  norfo.  In  the  northern  portion  of  the  facility,  this  aquifer  is 
at  a  depth  of  approximately  1,1(X)  feet  below  ground  surface.  The 
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recharge  zone  is  located  east  of  a  fault  in  the  southeastern  part  of  FWDA. 
Snowmelt  and  precipitation  furnish  much  of  the  recharge  water  to  the 
aquifer.  According  to  records  from  the  U.S.  Weather  Bureau,  slightly 
more  than  3  inches  of  water  is  received  annually  in  the  area  as  snow.  It  is 
assumed  that  1  inch  per  year  of  precipitation  infiltrates  the  San  Andres- 
Glorieta  aquifer  at  FV^A,  and  tluit  atout  2,300  acre'feet  per  year  is 
obtained  for  annual  recharge.  Ground  water  flow  in  the  San  Andres- 
Glorieta  aquifer  is  in  a  northwesterly  direction. 
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2.0 


SCOPE  OF  INVESTIGATION 


2.1 


The  scope  of  the  CERFA  investigation  includes: 

•  Review  of  previous  environmental  investigations,  assessments, 
reports,  etc 

•  Review  of  applicable  government  regulatory  records:  federal,  state, 
and  local  (where  applicable  and  available). 

•  Interviews  %vith  representatives  from  the  installation  (or  command 
responsible  for  the  installation),  other  federal  agencies,  regulatory 
officials,  and  others. 

•  Review  of  maps,  aerial  photographs  (where  available),  and  conduct  of 
aerial  overflight. 

•  Detailed  site  inspection  (the  scope  of  these  site  inspections  was 
determined  principally  by  the  review  of  previous  investigations  and 
assessments). 

These  seven  activities  are  specifically  included  within  the  statutory  scope 

of  CERFA.  All  seven  activities  were  conducted  during  the  CERFA 

investigation  at  FWDA. 


EXISTING  INVESTIGATION  DOCUMENTS 

Extensive  documentation  on  environmental  conditions  at  FWDA  has  been 
compiled  within  the  past  decade.  Documents  describing  the 
environmental  conditions  or  the  results  of  previous  or  current 
investigations  at  locations  either  wifiiin  or  adjacent  to  FWDA  were  used  as 
primary  sources  throughout  the  CERFA  investigation.  These  sources  are 
listed  below. 

1 .  Environmental  Survey  of  FWDA,  Gallup,  New  Mexico  87301 ,  Final  Report, 
Environmental  Sdenoe  and  Engineering  (ESE),  19  September  1981. 

2.  G&3hydrologic  Study  No.  38-36-891 6-90,  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity, 
Gallup,  New  Mexico,  US.  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency 
(AEHA),  16-20  April  1990. 

3.  RCRA  Fddlity  Assessment  Report,  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity, 
NM6213820974,  Gallup,  New  Mexico,  PRC  Environmental 
Management,  Inc,  26  September  1990. 

4.  Master  Environmental  Plan,  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity,  Gallup,  New 
Mexico,  Argpnne  National  Laboratory  (ANL),  December  19W. 
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5.  Final  Technical  Plan  for  the  Environmental  Investigation  (El)  at  Fort 
Wingate  Depot  Activity  (FWDA),  Gallup,  New  Mexico,  Metcalf  and 
Eddy,  Inc.  (M&E)  6  November  1992. 

6.  Property  Transfer  Investigation  of  the  Southern  Property,  Igloo  Blocks  A,  B, 
and  C,  and  the  three  (3)  Former  ^llistic  Missile  Laurel  Sites,  Fort  Wingate 
Depot  Activity,  Gallup,  New  Mexico,  Environmental  Resources 
Management,  Inc.,  July  1993. 

Reference  5,  entitled  "Fmal  Technical  Plan  for  the  Environmental 
Investigation  (ED  at  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity  (FWDA),  Gallup,  New 
Mexico",  (Hnal  Technical  Plan),  is  an  updated  compilation  of  the  essential 
facts  omtained  in  the  other  investigative  documents.  Therefore,  it  is  the 
primary  reference  dted  throughout  die  report. 

A  primary  source  of  information  used  in  preparation  of  this  report  was  a 
Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS)  conducted  by  ERM. 

The  Draft  Final  RI/FS  report  was  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994. 


GOVERNMENT  REGULATORY  RECORDS 
Federal  Records 

A  Die  review  was  conducted  at  EPA  Region  VI  office  in  Dallas,  Texas  on 
October  1, 1993.  No  information  was  found  regarding  FWDA  [during  the 
entire  conduct  of  the  RI/FS,  ERM  continually  coordinated  with  EPA, 
Region  VI;  including  extensive  document  reviews]  not  previously 
identified  in  existing  documents  and/or  the  RI/FS. 

A  search  of  the  EPA's  Emergency  Response  Notification  System  (ERNS) 
database  during  the  period  30  January  -  2  February  1994  identified  no 
report  of  release  of  oil  or  hazardous  substances  at  FWDA  since  the 
inception  of  the  database  in  1986. 

State  Records 

Concurrent  with  the  ongcwg  RI/FS,  a  focused  record  review  of 
environmental  regulatory  records  maintained  by  the  New  Mexico 
Envinnunental  Department  (NMED)  was  conducted.  A  "separate" 

CERFA  review  of  NMED  documents  was  conducted  in  October  1993 
[again,  as  with  EPA,  ERM  has  conducted  extensive  reviews  of  state  reports 
OR  FWDA  during  the  course  of  the  RI/FS].  These  reviews  uncovered  no 
information  regarding  environmental  areas  of  concern  not  previoudy 
identified  in  existing  documents  and/or  the  RI/FS. 
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NRC  Records 


There  is  no  record  of  a  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC)  license 
issued  for  operations  at  FWDA. 

AEHA  Records 

A  record  search  conducted  by  the  Army  Enviixmmental  Hygiene  Agency 
(AEHA)  did  not  reveal  any  infmmation  of  concern  to  the  CERFA 
investigation. 


23  INTERVIEWS 

Table  2.3-1  provides  a  summary  for  those  individuals  interviewed  during 
the  CERFA  investigation. 

In  light  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  ERM  did  not  conduct  a  separate  CERFA  site 
visit.  Interviews  in  furtherance  of  the  RI/FS  have  been  ongoing  and  were 
utilized  in  preparation  of  the  CERFA  Report.  CERFA-spedfic  information 
was  obtained  from  Mr.  Michael  Gaborek,  U.  S.  Army  Environmental 
Center  (USAEC),  CERFA  Project  Officer  for  FWDA. 


2.4  VISUAL  INSPECTIONS 

As  previously  noted,  due  to  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  no  spedfic  CERFA  site 
visit  was  conducted.  Extensive  visual  inspections  of  the  installation  were 
conducted  during  the  RI/FS. 

An  aerial  survey  was  conducted  on  October  1, 1993  by  ERM  and  UXB 
International,  Inc.  (ERM's  ordnance  detection/clearance  subcontractor). 
During  the  flyover,  areas  of  possible  environmental  concern  were 
identified  that  had  not  been  previously  observed.  Fbllow-up  investigation 
of  these  areas  (e.g.,  unvegetated  areas,  barrow  pits)  indicated  that  they 
were  of  no  environmental  amcem. 


23  TITLE  DOCUMENTS 

ERM  conducted  a  review  ctf  tract  maps  and  transfer  documents  to  identify 
the  prior  property  owners  <rf  the  BRAC  portion  of  FWDA  at  the  timeof  its 
transfer  to  the  Anny.  The  purpose  of  this  review  was  to  collect  additional 
information  concerning  the  property's  prior  use  and  environmental 
condition  at  the  tinme  of  its  transfer  to  the  Army.  Based  on  this  review,  no 
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Table  23-1 

List  of  Interviewees  for  FWDA  CERFA  Assessment 
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additional  information  was  collected.  Previous  ownership  and  the  dates 
of  transfer  to  the  Army  are  indicated  on  Figure  5.2-1. 
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3.0 


PROPERTY  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 


This  Section  provides  a  description  of  the  BRAC  property,  a  discussion  of 
its  operationid  history  (see  Severn  3.1),  and  a  description  of  any  changes 
to  envircHunental  <xmditi<ms  since  d\e  most  recent  environmental 
investigation  (see  Sectiem  3.2). 


3.1  PROPERTY  DESCRIPTION  AND  OPERATIONAL  HISTORY 

FWDA,  located  near  Gallup,  New  Mexico,  is  an  inactive  U.S.  Army  depot 
whose  former  mission  was  to  store,  ship,  and  receive  material  and  to 
dispose  of  obsolete  or  deteriorated  explosives  and  ammunition.  The 
active  mission  of  FWDA  ceased  in  January  1993  and  FWDA  has  been 
targeted  for  closure  by  September  1995.  The  installation  is  currently  under 
the  administration  command  of  the  Tooele  Army  Depot  (TEAD),  located 
near  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

Old  Fort  Wingate  was  established  in  1850  and  was  larger  than  the  existing 
installation.  Three  locations  in  New  Mexico  eventually  hosted  the  Fort, 
and  seven  names  have  been  used  to  designate  it.  The  flrst  post  was  east  of 
the  current  FWDA  site.  It  was  named  Fort  Fauntleroy,  and  later  (1861), 
Fort  Lyon. 

Early  in  1941,  an  extensive  rebuilding  and  reconstruction  program  started 
at  the  site  of  the  present  FWDA  to  meet  the  needs  of  shipping  foreign  aid 
and  supplying  armies  overseas.  At  the  end  of  1941,  the  administrative 
buildings  and  igloo-shaped  structures  for  storing  ammunition  were 
installed.  In  1%2,  Fort  Wingate  became  part  of  the  new  U.S.  Army  Supply 
and  Maintenance  Command,  and  in  the  same  year,  the  Army  designated 
the  facility  Fort  Wingate  Army  Depot.  Between  1963  and  1967,  the 
installation  was  used  by  White  Sands  Missile  Range  to  test  the  mobility 
and  accuracy  of  the  Pershing  missile.  Several  missiles  were  fired  from  the 
installation.  In  1966,  the  installation  shipped  ammunition  for  the  South 
Vietnam  conflict.  In  July  1971,  the  installation  was  placed  in  Reserve 
Status  under  the  command  of  Pueblo  Army  Depot  (Colorado)  and 
redesignated  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity.  The  U.S.  Army  Material 
Command  (in  General  Order  No.  151,  date  18  September  1975),  reassigned 
FWDA  to  Tooele  Army  Depot,  Utah. 

Large  areas  within  FWDA  are  relatively  undisturbed  by  military  activities. 
These  areas  include  the  southern  7,000  acres,  excluding  three  missile 
laundi  sites,  and  the  western  margin  of  the  facility  which  includes  the 
Hogback. 
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FWDA  is  dotted  with  ruins  of  prehistoric  and  historic  inhabitation  by 
Native  Americans.  The  site  and  land  in  the  vidnity  have  been  inhabited 
for  centuries  by  farming  and  hunting  Native  American  tribes,  primarily 
the  Pueblo.  Ruins  of  the  Anasazi  civilization  are  found  on  FWDA. 

FWDA's  21,812  aaes  have  been  used  for  administration  facilities  (800 
acres),  workshop  activities,  igloos  and  magazines  (8,110  acres),  demolition 
and  burning  of  explosives  (1,100  acres),  and  other  activities.  The  open 
spaces  can  be  characterized  as  woodland  and  recreational  land  (6,200 
acres),  and  protection  and  security  buffer  zone  land  (5,602  acres). 

Transportation  facilities  for  FWDA  are  as  follows.  The  main  entrance  road 
of  FWDA  connects  with  U.S.  Route  66,  approxinuitely  8  miles  east  of 
Gallup.  The  installation  itself  ccmtains  about  150  miles  of  road  (70  miles 
surfaced,  the  remainder  dirt  and  gravel).  There  is  no  bus  service  between 
Gallup  and  FWDA.  The  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  serves 
the  major  rail  needs  of  the  installation,  and  within  the  facility  are 
approximately  20  miles  of  track  (primarily  to  the  ammunition 
Magazine /Igloo  areas). 

The  three  primary  functions  within  FWDA's  assigned  mission  were  to 
provide  facilities  for  the  storage  of  material,  specifically,  ammunition 
component’s  (explosive  and  inert);  to  handle  the  shipping  and  receiving  of 
material,  mainly  by  railroad  or  vehicular  transport;  and  to  demilitarize 
and  dispose  of  obsolete  and/or  deteriorated  explosives  and  munitions, 
thereby  rendering  them  harmless.  FWDA's  mission  dictated  several 
activities  that  had  a  potential  environmental  impact.  These  activities 
were; 


•  Arc  and  acetylene  welding 

•  Automotive  Repair 

•  Battery  Chaipng 

•  Metal  Parts  Cleaning 

•  Printing  and  Stripping 

•  Woodworking 

•  Machining  and  Blacksmithing 

•  Steam  Cleaning 

•  Power  Production  (Boilers) 

•  Firefighting 

•  Munition  Washout 

•  Pesticide  Storage  and  Use 
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Many  of  the  wastes  and  hazardous  materials  handled  at  FWDA  resulted 
from  installation  operations  such  as  cleaning  and  maintenance  of  vehicles, 
equipment,  buildings,  and  groimds;  and  demilitarization  of  munitions. 
These  wastes  included  various  spent  cleaning  solvents,  waste  oils,  fuel, 
waste  tires,  corrosion  removers,  waste  paint,  caustics,  corrosives,  and 
various  explosive  and  propellant  residues.  FWDA  waste  management 
practices  included  recycling  of  solvents  and  batteries  in  accordance  with 
the  Base  Waste  Management  Plan.  These  activities  were  primarily 
restricted  to  the  maintenance  building  and  the  open  buming/open 
demolition  (OB/OD)  grounds. 

Several  other  wastes  and  hazardous  materials  were  generated  or  present 
in  limited  quantities  on  the  installation.  These  include:  PCBs  associated 
with  electrical  transformers;  sludge  from  water  and  wastewater  treatment 
processes;  pesticides  and  herbicides;  and  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO). 

Solid  waste  and  demolition  landhlls  are  located  at  the  installation. 

The  OB/OD  operations  at  FWDA  were  carried  out  under  a  RCRA  Part  B, 
Subpart  X,  Interim  Status  Permit  granted  by  EPA,  Region  VI.  The 
conditions  of  the  permit  application  provide  for  the  testing  of  residues 
from  the  OB/OD  operations  to  determine  whether  or  not  they  are 
hazardous  wastes.  If  the  residues  were  determined  to  be  hazardous 
wastes,  they  were  disposed  of  in  a  hazardous  waste  disposal  facility 
regulated  by  RCRA. 


CHANGES  TO  REAL  PROPERTY  ENVIRONMEhJTAL  CONDITIONS 
SINCE  FINAL  TECHNICAL  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT 

There  have  been  no  noticeable  changes  to  real  property  environmental 
conditions  since  the  writing  of  the  Final  Technical  Plan  (M&E,  1992)  and 
the  conduct  of  the  RI/FS. 
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4.0 


INVESTIGATION  RESULTS 


This  Section  describes  the  results  of  the  CERFA  investigation  by 
identifying  areas  of  environmental  concern,  both  of  those  previously 
identified  in  prior  investigations  and  those  uncovered  as  a  result  of  the 
CERFA  site  visit.  In  addition.  Section  4  identifies  parcels  in  accordance 
with  the  parcel  deEnitions  contained  in  Section  1.2. 

4.1  PREVIOUSLY  IDENTmED  AREAS  REQUIRING  ENVIRONMENTAL 

EVALUATION  (AREES) 

An  RI/FS  was  recently  conducted  at  FWDA  by  ERM  (see  Section  2.3). 
Because  of  this  on-going  activity,  no  separate  CERFA  site  visit  was 
performed  as  part  of  the  CERFA  investigation,  thus,  there  is  no  distinction 
between  Previously  Identified  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluation 
(Section  4.1)  and  additional  areas  identified  (Section  4.2).  They  are  all 
discussed  in  Section  4.1. 

Lead-Based  Paint  (LBP) 

Sampling  has  confirmed  the  presence  of  LBP  in  representative  buildings  at 
FWDA.  Furthermore,  all  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  (which 
includes  all  buildings  on  FWDA,  including  igloos)  are  presumed  to 
contain  LBP. 

Table  4.4-1  includes  LBP  identification  by  building  number. 

All  parcels  containing  buildings  verified  to  contain  LBP  will  include  an 
"L"  in  the  parcel  label.  All  parcels  containing  buildings  not  tested  for  LBP 
(but,  however,  presumed  to  contain  LBP)  will  include  an  "L(P)"  in  the 
parcel  label. 

Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM) 

ACM  surveys  have  been  conducted  at  FWDA.  Additionally,  all  buildings 
constructed  prior  to  1985  are  presumed  to  contain  ACM. 

Table  4.4-1  includes  ACM  identification  by  building  number. 

All  parcels  containing  buildings  verified  to  contain  ACM  will  include  an 
"A"  in  the  parcel  label.  All  parcels  containing  buildings  not  tested  for 
ACM  (but,  however,  presumed  to  contain  ACM)  will  include  an  "A(P)"  in 
the  parcel  label. 
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Table  4.4>1 

Buildings  with  CERFA  Qualifiecs 
Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity 
Gallup,  New  Mexico 


1 

A 

UP) 

2 

A 

UP) 

3 

A 

UP) 

4 

A 

UP) 

5 

A 

UP) 

6 

A(P) 

L 

7 

A(P) 

UP) 

8 

A 

UP) 

9 

A 

UP) 

10 

A(P) 

UP) 

11 

A 

UP) 

12 

A 

UP) 

13 

A 

L(P) 

14 

A 

L 

15 

A 

L 

16 

A 

L 

17 

A 

L 

18 

A 

L(P) 

20 

UP) 

21 

A(P) 

UP) 

22 

A(P) 

UP) 

23 

A(P) 

UP) 

25 

UP) 

27 

A 

L(P) 

28 

A 

UP) 

29 

A 

L 

30 

A 

UP) 

31 

A 

L 

32 

UP) 

33 

A 

L 

34 

A(P) 

UP) 

35 

A(P) 

UP) 

36 

A 

UP) 

37 

A(P) 

40 

UP) 

41 

A 

UP) 

42 

UP) 

43 

A(P) 

UP) 

44 

A 

UP) 
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Table  4.4-1 
Buildings  with  CERFA 
Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity 
Gallup,  New  Mexico 


45 

A(P) 

UP) 

46 

UP) 

48 

UP) 

51 

A 

UP) 

52 

A(P) 

UP) 

53 

UP) 

54 

L 

60 

UP) 

61 

A(P) 

UP) 

67 

UP) 

70 

UP) 

79 

UP) 

80 

UP) 

81 

UP) 

86 

A(P) 

L(P) 

87 

A(P) 

L(P) 

103 

A(P) 

UP) 

106 

UP) 

107 

UP) 

110 

A(P) 

UP) 

116 

A(P) 

UP) 

216 

UP) 

217 

UP) 

301 

A 

UP) 

302 

A 

L(P) 

303 

A 

UP) 

304 

A 

UP) 

305 

A 

UP) 

306 

A 

UP) 

307 

A 

UP) 

308 

A 

UP) 

309 

A 

UP) 

310 

A 

UP) 

311 

A 

UP) 

312 

A(P) 

UP) 

316 

A(P) 

UP) 

320 

UP) 

340 

A(P) 

UP) 

352 

A(P) 

UP) 

2 


Table  4.4>1 

Buildings  with  CERFA  Qualifiets 
Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity 
Gallup,  New  Mexico 


401 

A(P) 

L(P) 

406 

A(P) 

L(P) 

407 

A(P) 

L(P) 

409 

A(P) 

L(P) 

410 

A(P) 

L(P) 

411 

A(P) 

UP) 

412 

A(P) 

L(P) 

413 

A(P) 

UP) 

414 

A(P) 

L(P) 

415 

A(P) 

UP) 

501 

A 

UP) 

503 

A 

L 

505 

L 

509 

A(P) 

L(P) 

510 

A(P) 

L(P) 

511 

A(P) 

L(P) 

514 

A(P) 

515 

A 

519 

UP) 

520 

UP) 

522 

A 

L(P) 

527 

A 

L(P) 

528 

A 

L(P) 

529 

A(P) 

L(P) 

530 

UP) 

535 

A(P) 

L(P) 

536 

A 

L(P) 

537 

A 

L(P) 

539 

A 

UP) 

541 

A 

UP) 

542 

A 

UP) 

550 

A(P) 

UP) 

551 

UP) 

560 

UP) 

601 

A(P) 

UP) 

A  Asbestos^ontaining  material 

A(P)  Asbestos-containing  material  (probable) 

L  Lead-based  paint 

UP)  Lead-based  paint  (probable) 

P(P)  PCB  Storage  (probable) 


) 


Igloo  Blocks  A  through  H,  J,  and  K 


The  Magazine/Igloo  Area  covers  approximately  7,400  acres  in  the  central 
part  of  the  facility.  There  are  10  Igloo  Blocks  with  a  total  of  784  igloo-type 
magazines.  Propellants  and  explosives  were  stored  in  wooden 
ammunition  boxes  containing  multiple  metal  containers.  A  minimum  of 
three  protective  layers  were  used  for  storing  munition  components,  and 
extreme  cautkm  was  used  during  handling  and  storage.  There  are  no 
records  available  indicating  or  suggesting  storage  of  chemical  agents, 
bkdogical  agents,  or  radidogical  materials.  Large  numbers  of  napalm 
btnnbs  were  stored  at  FWDA  during  the  Southeast  Asian  conflict; 
however,  recwds  on  the  location  ctf  storage  areas  were  not  located.  Fbrty 
years  of  munitions  storage  provided  the  potential  for  explosive  residue 
[e.g.,  2,4>-Trinitrotoluene  (TNT)  and  2/4Aiinitrotoluene  (DNT)]  from 
stored  explosives  to  accumulate  in  the  interiors  of  the  igloos  and  around 
floor  drains.  However,  if  present,  the  concentration  of  these  compounds  is 
expected  to  be  low. 

Interior  surface  wipe  and  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  at 
eight  percent  of  the  igloos  in  each  block  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The 
results  discussed  below  are  based  on  the  analytical  results  obtained  for  the 
representative  igloos  sampled. 

1 .  Igloo  Block  A  [Parcel  1D-HR/L(P)] 

Munitions  were  stored  within  Igloo  Block  A  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residues  (TNT  and  DNT)  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be 
present  on  the  interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also 
be  present  on  the  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage 
from  igloo  interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

2.  Igloo  Blocks  [Parcel  2D-HR/L(P)] 

Munitions  were  stored  wiUiin  Igloo  Blodc  B  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residue  foom  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  the 
interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
die  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  availaUe  for  regulatory  review  on 
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28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

3.  Igloo  Block  C  [Parcel  3D-HR/UP)1 

Munitions  were  stored  within  Igloo  Block  C  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
duit  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  the 
interior  die  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
die  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  horn  igloo 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
cmgoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  sc^  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

4.  Igloo  Block  D  [Parcel  4D-HR/L(P)] 

Munitions  were  stored  within  Igloo  Block  D  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  the 
interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
the  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  avaUable  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

5.  Igloo  Block  E  [Parcel  5D-HR/L(P)J 

Munitions  were  stored  widtin  Igloo  Block  E  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  the 
interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
the  exterior  of  the  i^oos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

6.  Igloo  Block  F  [Parcel  SD-HR/UP)] 

Munitions  were  stored  widiin  Igloo  Block  F  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
diat  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  die 
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intericM’  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
the  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
intericMTS. 


Interior  wipe  and  exterior  s(^  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
(Htgoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  nude  available  for  regulatory  review  cm 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  d\e  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  sc^  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

7.  Igloo  Block  G  [Pared  7D-HR/UP)] 

Munitions  were  stored  within  lgl(x>  Block  G  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  expletive  residue  hrom  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  toe 
interior  of  toe  storage  iglexss.  Es^losive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
the  exteriem  of  the  igl<x)s,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  iglcx> 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
toe  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

8.  Igloo  Block  H  [Pared  8D-HR(PmP)] 

Munitions  were  stored  within  Iglcto  Block  H  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  toe 
interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
toe  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  iglcx> 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  No  explosive  compounds  were  detected  on  the  interior 
surfaces  or  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igjcx)s;  however  due  to  the  nature 
of  the  operations  conducted  in  this  Igloo  Block,  a  hazardous  release  was  * 
possible  and  toerefore  the  parcel  received  an  HR(P)  designation. 

9.  Igloo  Block] [Pared  9D-HR/UP)J 

Munitions  were  stored  within  Igloo  Nock  J  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
toat  explosive  residue  horn  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  toe 
interior  of  toe  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
toe  exterior  o4  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
interiors. 
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Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongmng  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soils  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

10.  Igloo  Block  K  [Parcel  10D-HRIUP)IX] 

Mimitions  were  stored  within  Igloo  Block  K  for  40  years.  It  is  presumed 
that  explosive  residue  from  the  stored  explosives  may  be  present  on  the 
interior  of  the  storage  igloos.  Explosive  residues  may  also  be  present  on 
die  exterior  of  the  igloos,  caused  by  spillage  or  drainage  from  igloo 
interiors. 

Interior  wipe  and  exterior  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  (Hi 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  on 
the  interior  surfaces  and  in  soib  adjacent  to  selected  igloos. 

Functional  Test  Range  213 

Functional  Test  Ranges  (FTRs)  on  FWDA  were  used  to  test  fire  a  variety  of 
munitions,  rockets,  and  mortars.  A  portion  of  Functional  Test  Range 
(FTR)  2/3  overlaps  the  eastern  portion  of  Iglcx)  Block  K.  Soil  sampling 
and  surface  screening  for  the  presence  of  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO) 
was  conducted  in  FTR  2/3  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were 
made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate 
the  presence  of  UXO  scatter^  throughout  this  area. 

11.  Suspected  POL  Area  [Parcel  IID-PR] 

The  Suspected  POL  (petroleum,  oils  and  lubricants)  Area  is  located  west 
of  the  Administraticm  Area,  nordi  of  the  Nordi  Patrol  Road,  at  the 
northern  edge  of  the  FWDA  property,  between  the  main  rail  line  entering 
FWDA  firom  the  north  and  a  sm^l  rail  line  spur.  There  is  a  large  pile  of 
scnl  approximately  25  feet  high,  250  feet  long,  and  50  feet  wide  between 
the  main  and  spur  rail  lines.  POL  wastes  are  suspected  of  being  disposed 
of  in  the  area  of  the  soil  pile  and  surrounding  the  end  of  the  rail  line  spur. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  volatile  organic  ccnnpound  (VOCs)  in  soils. 
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12.  Old  Trash  Burning  GrtmndIProperty  Disposal  Office  Area 
[Pared  120-  HRJ 

The  Old  Trash  Burning  Ground  is  located  in  die  northwestern  pordem  of 
FWDA  west  of  the  Administradem  Area,  approximately  2/100  feet  west  of 
the  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  (STP).  The  area  is  approximately  100  feet 
Icmg,  10  feet  wide,  and  cmisists  of  a  mound  of  blackened  soil  and  debris. 
The  Pn^ierty  Disposal  Office  (FDO)  Area  is  located  approximately  100 
feet  east  of  the  Trash  Burning  Ground.  The  PDO  site  consists  of  a 
slighdy  raised  area  approximately  20  feet  by  10  feet  in  size  which  contains 
some  concrete  rubble. 

These  sites  were  apparendy  used  to  dispose  and  bum  unknown  materiak. 
Numerous  hazardous  materials  sudi  as  paints,  solvents,  and  pesticides 
were  used  on  the  facility.  It  is  considered  probable  that  these  materiak 
were  disposed  at  the  site. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  Rl/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  semivolatile  organic  compounds  (SVOCs), 
pesticides,  and  elevated  concentrations  of  metak  in  soik. 

13.  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  and  Document  Incinerator  [Parcel  1 3D- 
HR/A(P)/L(P)J 

Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

The  STP  covers  an  area  of  approximately  5  acres  and  k  located  west  of  the 
Adminktration  Area,  near  the  northern  boundary  of  the  installation.  The 
STP  consists  of  a  bar  screen,  lift  station,  Imhoff  tank,  sludge  beds,  three 
stabilization  ponds  in  series,  and  an  unlined  evaporation'infiltration 
lagoon.  The  STP  k  endrded  by  an  eight-foot-hi^  chain  link  fence. 
CXitside  the  fence  to  the  west  k  a  second  unlined  evaporation-inffitration 
lagoon.  According  to  FWDA  staff,  thk  second  lagoon  was  never  used. 

Evaporation-infiltration  rates  generally  equaled  or  exceeded  flow  into  the 
system.  However,  during  periods  of  low  evapenration,  heavy  rainstorms, 
or  snowmelt,  overflow  from  the  system  may  have  entered  an  open 
drainage  ditch  located  nortii  of  the  installation,  whidi  flows  into  the  South 
Ftvk  of  the  Puerco  River.  A  National  Pollution  Discharge  and  Elimination 
System  (NPDE9  permit  has  not  been  required  for  the  STP  discharge. 

Only  between  19^  and  1977  were  inflow  rates  significant  enough  to 
require  discharge  approval. 
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In  1980,  a  ground  water  moiutoring  well  was  installed  downgradient 
(ncMTth)  ftxHn  the  STP  to  intercept  any  existing  perched  shallow  ground 
water.  All  subsurface  materials  encovmtered  during  drilling  ap()eared  to 
be  dry.  Less  than  1  foot  of  water  was  present  in  the  well  during  the 
ground  water  sampling  event  in  1981,  and  water  quality  samples  were  not 
otdlected.  During  an  inspection  in  1990,  a  pink  solution  was  observed  in 
the  STP  effluent.  Facility  personnel  had  not  seen  this  discoloration  before. 
It  was  unknown  wdiether  the  pink  stdution  was  caused  by  the  effluent 
ocmtaining  explosive  compoimds  (e.g.,  TNT  and  DNT)  or  as  a  result  of  a 
reaction  tetween  the  effluent  and  the  soil. 

The  STP  received  effluent  from  buildiitgs  on  flte  facility.  Hazardous 
materials  were  stored  or  used  in  many  o(  the  buildings  and  may  have 
entered  the  sewer  system.  Because  of  fltis,  it  is  presumed  that  hazardous 
materials  may  be  present  at  the  STP.  Also,  this  site  was  identifled  as  an 
AREE  in  the  Rnal  Technical  Plan  prepared  by  Metcalf  &  Eddy  (M&E, 
1992). 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  VCXIs  and  elevated  concentrations  of  metals  in 
soils  and  surface  water. 

Documentation  Incinerator 

A  brick  incinerator  approximately  10  feet  by  5  feet  is  located  in  the 
southeastern  comer  of  the  STP.  It  is  believ^  to  have  been  used  primarily 
to  bum  classifled  documents.  As  part  of  the  on-going  RI/FS,  a  site 
inspection  revealed  the  presence  of  numerous  munitions  adjacent  to  the 
incinerator.  Because  of  flie  munitions  present,  it  is  assumed  that  the 
incinerator  was  used  to  dispose  of  munitions  and  may  have  hazardous 
materials,  such  as  explosives,  associated  with  it.  Soil  sampling  was 
conducted  as  part  of  the  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for 
regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No  constituents  of  concern  were 
detected. 

Building  22 

See  Table  4.4-1. 

14.  Fbrmer  Storage  Areas  [Parcel  14D-HS/HR/PS/PR/L(P)] 

Former  Storage  Yard 

The  Fbrmer  Storage  Yard  is  located  in  the  northwestern  comer  of  the 
Administration  Area.  It  covers  an  area  of  approximately  700  feet  by  400 
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feet  and  was  used  after  1970  to  store  items  being  transferred  to  the 
Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  OfBce  (DRMO)  at  Kirkland  Air  Force 
Base,  OT  awaiting  pickup  by  a  recyding  contractor.  Items  stmed  in  this 
area  included  waste  oil,  waste  antifreeze,  and  spent  scdvent  stmred  in  55- 
gallon  drums.  Metal  parts,  battery  electrolyte  amtainors,  and  full  batteries 
were  also  stmed  there.  On  October  2, 1969,  the  New  Mexico  Health 
Department  issued  a  Notice  of  Violation  (NK(^1382974)  foli6%ving  an 
inspecticm  during  which  surhdal  stainii^  of  a  limited  area  was  observed 
around  5  of  the  72  drums  awaiting  pichup  by  DRMO.  Twelve  of  the  72 
drums  were  empty  and  an  additional  12  were  later  classified  as  "non- 
hazardous"  foUoidng  a  waste  dharacterization.  All  identified  drums  were 
subsequmtly  shipped  to  an  approved  disposal  facility.  The  stained  area 
was  reportedly  150  feet  by  90  in  size  and  located  in  the  southwest 

section  of  the  Former  Storage  Yard.  It  was  reported  that  visibly  stained 
material  was  removed  and  replaced  with  clean  fill. 

The  state  of  New  Mexico  conducted  a  site  inspection  of  the  Former 
Storage  Yard  on  March  6, 1991  (Mr.  Coby  Muckelroy,  New  Mexico 
Environmental  Improvement  Division).  The  inspection  report  noted  that 
the  drum  storage  yard  was  no  longer  present,  the  drums  were  removed, 
and  that  the  violations  dted  in  the  previous  inspection  (August  22, 1989) 
had  been  resolved. 

In  response  to  the  Notice  of  Violation,  a  soil  boring  program  was 
conducted  by  the  Waste  Disposal  Engineering  Division  of  AEHA  (as 
reported  in  Geohydrologic  Study  No.  38-26-8916-90,  April  16-20, 1990),  to 
d^ne  the  extent  of  potential  contamination.  Petroleum  hydrocarbons  and 
semi-volatile  organic  compounds  (pyrene,  bis  (2-ethylhexyl)  phthalate, 
fluoranthene,  and  pheiumthrene)  were  detected. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  VOCs  in  the  soils. 

Extended  Storage  Yard 

The  Extended  Storage  Yard  is  an  area  adjacent  to  the  western  side  of  the 
Former  Storage  Yard.  This  area  was  reportedly  used  to  store  the  same 
types  of  materials  as  the  Fmmer  Storage  Yard  (waste  oil,  waste  antifreeze, 
spent  solvent,  etc). 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  toe  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatcny  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
irulicate  the  presence  of  VOCs  and  elevated  concentratimis  of  metals. 
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Former  Coal  Storage  Area 


The  Fcmmer  Coal  Storage  Area  is  a  concrete  slab  located  in  the  northern 
p(»1i(m  the  Fdrmer  Storage  Yard.  It  covers  an  area  approximately  50 
feet  by  50  feet  in  size.  Becatise  coal  was  formerly  stored  on  the  concrete 
slab,  it  is  presumed  that  hazardous  omstituents  (pdynudear  aromatic 
hydrocaiix>ns  (PAHs)  and  metals]  may  be  present  adjacent  to  the  concrete 
slab. 

Soil  sampling  was  ctmducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  fcx  regulah^  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  efevated  concentrations  of  metals  in  soils. 

Building  80 

See  Table  4.4-1. 

15.  Former  Coal  Tar  Storage  ArealFormer  POL  Area  [Parcel  15D- 
PSIPR(P)IUP)] 

Former  POL  Area 

The  Former  POL  Area  is  a  flat  area  approximately  50  feet  by  50  feet  in  size 
located  west  of  the  Administration  Area  and  south  of  the  STP.  The  area 
was  reportedly  used  to  dispose  of  waste  oils  and  solvents  until 
approximately  1975.  When  this  area  was  dosed  and  covered  with  soil  in 
19^,  it  was  reported  that  the  soils  appeared  to  be  saturated  with  oil. 
Approximately  200  gallons  per  year  of  POL  wastes,  and  possibly  some 
solvents,  were  reptortedly  disposed  of  in  this  area  by  pouring  them  on  the 
ground. 

In  November  1980,  a  monitoring  well  was  installed  downgradient  (north) 
of  the  Former  POL  Area.  Because  of  the  lack  of  water  in  the  monitoring 
well  in  1981,  no  sample  was  collected.  In  1992,  no  discolored  or  stained 
surfldal  soil  was  reported,  although  stressed  vegetation  was  noted. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  flte  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatcny  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

Former  Coal  Tar  Storage  Area 

The  Former  Coal  Tar  Storage  Area  is  located  east  of  the  Former  POL  Area. 
The  area  contains  three  aboveground  storage  tanks  (ASTs)  which  were 
used  to  store  coal  tar  during  the  1950s  and  1960s. 
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Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  Rl/FS.  The  results 
should  be  releasable  by  April  19M. 

16.  Building  35  [Pared  16D-PSIA(P)IUP)] 

Building  35  is  located  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Administration  Area. 

An  UST  is  repcaledly  located  near  the  building.  The  UST  was  initially 
used  to  store  kerosene,  and  later  diesel  fuel. 

17.  Buildings  Within  the  Administration  Area  [Pared  1 7D- 
HSIHRIPS/PRIAIU 

Buildings  (Garage) 

Building  5  was  used  for  general  facility  and  automotive  maintenance,  and 
had  been  in  use  since  the  1940s.  Activities  in  the  building  have  included 
automotive  repair  and  wash,  arc  and  acetylene  welding,  and  battery 
charging.  In  the  past,  battery  add  was  neutralized  in  the  battery  service 
area  using  soda  ash.  The  neutralized  solution  was  disposed  of  in  a  sump 
which  drains  to  a  storm  sewer.  Additionally,  the  wastes  from  the  vehide 
wash  (a  mixture  of  water,  oils,  and  greases)  were  disposed  of  in  a  storm 
sewer. 

Waste  materials  generated  as  a  result  of  activities  in  Building  5  potentially 
induded  waste  oils,  solvents,  sulfuric  add,  greases,  insectiddes,  and 
pestiddes.  Naphtha  and  1,1,l*trichloroethane  were  identified  as  two 
spedfic  solvents  previously  used  in  this  building.  Sampling  of  sump 
sediment  in  1991  verified  ^e  presence  of  arsenic,  barium,  nickel,  silver, 
and  lead. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  Rl/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  VCXZs,  SVOCs,  and  pestiddes  in  soils. 

Motor  Fuel  Station  (Building  6) 

Three  USTs  were  previously  located  adjacent  to  the  Motor  Fuel  Station 
(Building  6).  Two  of  the  UCTs  were  us^  to  store  gasoline  and  one  to  store 
diesel.  According  to  the  Master  Environmental  Plan  (1990),  USTs  were 
initially  installed  in  the  eaily  1940s  and  later  replaced  in  the  early  1970s. 

The  USTs  were  removed  in  January  1993,  by  Envirotek.  Post-excavation 
samples  were  collected,  soil  borings  install^,  and  a  dosure  report 
prepared.  Reportedly,  holes  in  die  USTs  were  observed  upK>n  their 
removal. 
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Former  Paint  Shop  (Building  8) 

The  Former  Paint  Shop  is  located  in  the  Adnunistration  Area,  south  of 
Building  15.  The  buil^ng  is  approximately  30  feet  by  50  feet  in  size. 
Because  of  the  nature  of  operations,  it  is  presumed  that  paints,  mineral 
spirits,  and  solvents  were  stored  and  us^  in  the  building. 

The  area  adjacent  to  the  building  reportedly  exhibited  vegetative  stress  or 
staining  in  the  past  and  was  determined  to  be  of  concern.  In  1992,  the 
surrounding  soil  was  inspected  for  signs  of  visible  contamination.  No 
evidence  of  contamination  was  observed  at  that  time. 

Soil  and  sediment  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS. 
The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994. 
Results  indicate  the  presence  of  VCXIs  and  elevated  concentrations  of 
metals  in  soils  and  s^iments. 

Former  Locomotive  Shop  (Building  11) 

Building  11  is  6,228  sq.  ft.  in  size  and  located  in  the  Administration  Area. 
The  western  portion  of  the  building  was  a  storage  and  maintenance  area 
for  a  locomotive  used  at  FWDA.  Three  sets  of  rail  lines  enter  the  building 
from  the  west  and  a  single  pit  is  located  under  the  southern-most  set  of 
tracks.  The  pit  is  covered  with  2-inch  by  12-inch  wide  wooden  boards.  No 
drain  was  observed  in  the  pit.  The  wo^,  adjacent  conoete,  and  area 
within  the  pit  were  oil  stained.  It  was  reported  that  lubricants,  oils,  and 
solvents  had  been  used  within  d\e  shop  area. 

The  remainder  of  the  building  contains  an  office  area  and  backup 
generators,  transformers,  and  electrical  panels  for  FWDA.  Building  11  has 
a  basement  which  contains  two  sumps.  Building  11  was  reported  to 
contain  a  transformer  that  leaked  onto  the  basement  floor  for  several 
months  before  it  was  detected.  Also,  a  leaking  PCB  transformer  was 
stored  in  Building  11  for  an  undocumented  amount  of  time.  Staining  was 
observed  on  the  floor  imder  die  generators  and  in  the  two  sumps  in  the 
basement. 

It  was  r^iorted  that  an  AST  was  located  adjacent  to  Building  11  (M&E, 
1992).  The  AST  was  reportedly  used  to  store  heating  fuel. 

Soil  and  interior  wipe  and  chip  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  PCBs  in  surface  wipes, 
concrete  chips,  and  sump  sediment. 


THEBIIMCIIOUP 


4-11 


CERFA/KOirr  wiNCAiE.ana7.«>.Aptaf,  i«m 


Building  15  (Garage) 

Building  15  is  located  in  the  Administration  Area  and  has  been  used  for 
general  facility  and  automotive  maintenance  since  the  1940s.  Building  15 
is  17,440  sq.  ft  in  size.  Prior  to  1980,  the  building  was  used  as  a 
maintenance  shop  for  heavy  equipment  and  automotive  maintenance. 
Activities  in  Building  15  included  spray  painting,  battery  charging, 
plumbing  and  electrical  work,  and  mixing  of  insecticides  and  pesticides. 
Since  1980,  the  building  has  been  used  for  general  storage  and  waste  oil 
storage. 

Waste  materials  generated  as  a  result  of  activities  in  the  building 
potentially  included  waste  oils,  solvents,  sulfuric  add,  greases, 
insectiddes,  and  pestiddes.  Naphtha  and  1,1,1-trichloroethane  were 
identified  as  two  spedfic  solvents  previously  used  in  the  building. 

Soil  sampling  was  corducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  r  ide  available  n ,  ulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
ir  ’  te  the  presencf-  c  j  i  -^^ddes  in  soils. 

tvimp  Herbicide  Storage  Building  (Building  29) 

The  Former  Herbidde  Storage  Building  (also  referred  to  as  the  Inert 
Storage  Warehouse)  is  located  in  the  Administration  Area,  northwest  of 
the  Fire  Training  Ground  and  south  of  Buildings  12  and  13.  This  building 
is  approximately  46,800  sq.  ft.  in  size  and  was  used  in  the  past  for  the 
storage  of  herbiddes  and  pestiddes.  The  chemicals  were  reportedly 
stored  in  leak-proof  containers  on  the  concrete  floor. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  pestiddes  in  soils. 

Building  36 

This  building  is  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  Administration 
Area.  It  was  reported  that  an  UST  is  located  near  the  building  (M&E, 
1992).  The  UST  was  reportedly  used  to  store  diesel  fuel. 

Buildings  3, 7, 9, 12, 13, 16,  and  30 

See  Table  4.4-1. 
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18.  Fire  Training  Ground  [Parcel  18D-PR] 

The  Fire  Tiraining  Ground  is  located  in  the  southeastern  comer  of  the 
Administration  Area.  The  area  is  flat,  vegetated,  and  covers  an  area 
approximately  100  feet  by  500  feet  in  size.  A  rail  car  is  located  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  site.  A  HU  pipe  is  reportedly  located  to  the  west  of 
Hie  rail  car.  Two  unlined  i»ts,  approximately  20  feet  in  diameter  and  0.5  to 
2  feet  deep,  are  located  in  Hie  central  porHon  of  the  site,  one  to  the 
northeast  of  Hie  rail  car  and  the  other  to  the  southeast.  The  two  unlined 
pits  and  the  rail  car  were  reportedly  used  approximately  three  times  per 
year  for  Hre  training  exercises  starting  in  1^0.  The  pits  had  as  much  as  55 
gaUons  of  fuel,  solvents,  or  oil  dumped  into  them  as  the  fuel  source  for  the 
training  exercise. 

During  a  site  inspectio.i  in  1990,  oil  staining  was  observed  in  the  soils  and 
solvent  and  fuel  odors  were  noted.  The  Fire  Training  Ground  was  no 
longer  in  use  at  that  time.  Minor  soil  staining  was  observed  in  the  vicinity 
of  both  the  rail  car  and  southern  pit  during  a  site  visit  in  1992.  However, 
no  fuel  odors  were  detected. 

SoU  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  VCXZs,  SVOCs,  and  elevated  concentrations  of 
metals  in  soils. 

19.  Former  TNT  Washout  Facilities  [Parcel  19D  -  HS/HR/ A/ L] 

Demilitarization  operations  were  conducted  from  1949  to  1%7  in  the 
Workshop  Area.  Munitions  were  received  in  Building  503  (Former  TNT 
Washout/Flaker  Building)  where  they  were  unpacked,  broken  down,  and 
a  hot  water  washout  operation  was  conducted  to  flush  the  munitions' 
contents  (2,4,6-TNT,  W)X,  and  Tritonal).  The  hot  water  for  this  process 
was  supplied  by  the  Boiler  Building  (Building  501).  The  fluid  containing 
the  munitions'  contents  (pink  water)  was  pumped  into  a  storage  and 
drying  tank  located  in  the  flaker  room  on  the  second  floor  of  Building  503. 
The  dried  flakes  dropped  into  a  hopper  in  Hie  washout  room  below  and 
were  boxed  and  ship}^  to  various  Army  ammunition  plants  for  reuse. 

The  pink  water  from  the  TNT  washout  process  was  drained  into  three 
settling  tanks  (including  Washout  Tank  505)  located  on  the  northern  and 
eastern  sides  of  Building  503.  Prior  to  1%2,  overflow  from  the  tanks 
drained  into  a  triangular  shaped  leaching  bed  on  the  w’estem  side  of 
Building  503.  This  Pre-1962  Leaching  Bed  was  approximately  100  feet  by 
150  feet  by  150  feet  in  size,  bi  1962,  two  rectangular  shapied  leaching  beds, 
each  approximately  250  feet  by  250  feet  in  size  and  3  feet  deep,  were 
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constructed  across  Arterial  Road  No.  4,  north  of  Building  503.  These 
leaching  beds  were  connected  to  the  settling  tanks  by  a  trough  through 
which  the  overflow  was  transported.  These  beds  were  used  until  1967, 
when  washout  operations  were  discontinued. 

Approximately  9,000  liters  of  overflow  per  day  were  disposed  of  in  the 
leaching  beds.  The  sc^  from  the  bottom  ot  the  leadiing  beds  were 
occasionally  removed  and  burned  in  the  Old  Burning  Groimd.  When 
operations  were  shut  down  in  1967,  the  bottom  soil  from  the  leaching  beds 
was  removed  and  burned  in  the  Old  Burning  Ground. 

In  1981,  five  soil  samples  were  collected  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Former  TNT 
Washout  Facilities.  Elevated  levels  of  2/4,^TNT  were  detected  in  four 
samples,  2,4-DNT  in  two  samples,  and  l^/S-TNB  was  detected  in  one 
sample.  Four  ground  water  monitoring  wells  surrounding  the  leaching 
beds  were  also  iirstalled.  In  1981,  the  wells  were  dry,  therefore,  no  water 
samples  were  collected. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  the  existing  wells  were  evaluated.  Three  of 
the  wells  were  dry.  One  well,  located  in  the  assumed  upgradient  direction 
of  the  Former  TNT  Washout  Facilities,  contained  water,  and  a  ground 
water  sample  was  collected.  No  constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

Pre-1962  Leaching  Bed 

This  site  was  used  to  dispose  of  water  used  in  the  washout  of  munitions. 
Based  cm  the  nature  of  this  operation,  it  is  probable  that  explosive 
compounds  are  present  at  this  site.  As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  surface 
and  subsurface  soil  sampling  was  conducted.  The  results  were  made 
available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  explosive  compounds  in  soils. 

Post-1962  Leaching  Beds 

This  site  was  used  to  dispose  of  water  used  in  die  washout  of  munitions. 
Based  on  the  nature  of  this  operation,  it  is  probable  that  explosive 
compounds  are  present  at  this  site.  As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  surface 
and  subsurface  soil  sampling  was  conducted.  The  re^ts  were  available 
for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of 
explosive  compounds  in  soils. 

Former  TNT  Washout/Flaker  Building  (Building  503) 

Washout  of  munitions  for  the  reclamation  of  explosives  was  performed  in 
this  building.  Based  on  die  nature  of  thb  operation,  it  is  probable  that 
explosive  compounds  are  present  at  the  site.  As  part  of  the  ongoing 
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RI/FS,  wipe  sampling  of  the  interior  surface  was  conducted.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  explosive  compoimds  in  soils. 

The  building  contains  numerous  pipes  whid\  transported  the  water  used 
to  rinse  munitions.  It  is  probaUe  that  these  pipes  contain  explosive 
axnpounds  and  are  potentially  explosive  hazards. 

Former  TNT  Settling  Basins 

Water  which  had  been  used  to  wash  out  munitions  to  reclaim  the 
explosives  was  discharged  to  die  Fdrmer  TNT  Setding  Basins.  Explosives 
would  setde  out  of  the  water  and  accumulate  in  the  Basins  until  sufficient 
volume  was  present  to  remove.  It  was  presumed  that  explosives  residues 
were  present  in  these  structures.  As  part  of  the  ongoing  lU/FS,  surface 
water  and  sump  sediment  sampling  was  conducted.  The  results  were 
made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate 
the  presence  of  explosive  compounds  in  surface  water  and  explosive 
compounds,  VOCs,  and  elevated  concentrations  of  metals  in  the  sediment. 

Former  TNT  Washout  Tank 

Water  which  had  been  used  to  wash  out  munitions  to  reclaim  the 
explosives  was  stored  in  the  TNT  Washout  Tank.  Based  on  the  nature  of 
this  operation,  it  is  probable  that  explosive  compounds  are  present  at  the 
site.  As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  wipe  sampling  of  the  interior  surface 
was  conducted.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  No  constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

Former  Boiler  House  (Building  501) 

The  Former  Boiler  House  heated  water  used  to  wash  out  munitions  to 
reclaim  the  explosives.  It  is  presumed  that  washout  operations  were  also 
performed  at  this  site.  Based  on  the  nature  of  this  operation,  it  is  probable 
that  explosive  compounds  are  present  at  file  site. 

In  1992,  absorbent  material  and  oil  staining  were  noted  on  the  floor  to  the 
north  of  the  furnaces  along  the  northern  wall,  and  slight  staining  was 
observed  along  both  the  eastern  and  western  walls. 

Surface  wipe  and  concrete  chip  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  hazardous  materials  (i.e., 
PCBs). 

As  part  of  the  ongcnng  RI/FS,  a  site  investigation  revealed  staining  on  a 
omcrete  pad  located  at  a  substation,  north  of  Building  501.  Surface  wipe 
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sampling  of  the  stained  concrete  was  conducted.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  hazardous  materials  (FCB 1260). 

20.  Ammunition  PaintingfAcid  Without  Facilities  [Parcel  20D-HSIHR/A] 

The  Add  Waste  Holding  Pond  is  located  adjacent  to  the  western  side  of 
the  Ammunition  Painting/ Add  Washout  Building  (Building  515).  This 
building  is  approximately  4,200  sq.  ft.  in  size  and  reportedly  contains 
lavatory  fadlities  that  are  serviced  by  a  septic  system  which  indudes  a 
drain  field.  Building  515  was  used  as  a  paint  shop  from  the  late  1940s 
durou^  the  late  1960s.  Adds  were  used  to  pickle  surfaces  of  metal  parts 
prior  to  painting  them.  The  spent  add  solutions  from  the  pidding  tanks 
were  discharged  without  treatment  to  the  holding  pond  and  allowed  to 
evaporate  and  infiltrate  into  fite  ground.  According  to  FWDA's  RCRA 
Part  A  Permit,  dated  August  1980,  die  pond  was  also  used  for  treatment  of 
solvents,  chlordane,  and  other  chemical  wastes. 

In  1981,  one  soil  sample  was  collected  from  within  the  Add  Waste 
Holding  Pond.  The  sample  contained  levels  of  pestiddes,  one  PCB 
compound,  and  elevated  total  phosphate.  Also,  two  ground  water 
monitoring  wells  were  installed  near  the  Add  Waste  Holding  Pond.  The 
two  ground  water  monitoring  wells  were  dry  during  sampling  activities 
in  1981,  therefore  no  ground  water  samples  were  collected. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  the  existing  wells  were  evaluated.  The 
wells  were  dry,  therefore,  no  ground  water  samples  were  collected. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  pestiddes  and  elevated  concentrations  of  metals 
in  soils. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  a  site  inspection  revealed  a  pole-mounted 
transformer  near  Building  515.  Surface  soil  sampling  of  stained  material 
located  under  the  transformer  was  conducted.  The  results  were  made 
available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  hazardous  materials  (PCB  1260). 

Building  515 

See  Table  4.4-1. 
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21 .  Former  Deactivation  Furnace  (Building  530)  [Parcel  2ID- 
HSIHRIPSIUP)] 

The  Former  Deactivation  Furnace  was  located  in  Building  530  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  Workshop  Area.  The  building  (which  is 
approximately  4,000  sq.  ft  in  size),  furnace  foundation,  and  several 
associated  omcrete  areas  are  all  that  currently  remain  of  this  unit.  The 
furnace  was  used  horn  the  late  1950s  to  the  late  1960s  to  melt  cartridges 
and  snudl  arms  ammunition  to  recover  the  metals  they  contained.  The 
wastes  were  disposed  of  in  the  Burning  Grounds  Area. 

From  1982  to  1986  the  furnace  was  used  again,  Bus  time  to  demilitarize 
white-phosphorus  munitions.  Explosives  were  removed  from  the 
munitions  prior  to  arriving  at  the  deactivation  furnace.  White  phosphorus 
was  then  burned  off  so  the  metal  could  be  recovered.  The  furnace  was 
dismantled  in  1986  and  disposed  of  by  the  DRMO.  It  was  reported  that 
portions  of  the  furnace  may  have  been  disposed  of  in  two  add  pits  located 
adjacent  to  this  unit.  Add  was  used  at  this  location  for  the  purpose  of  air 
pollution  control. 

Based  on  the  nature  of  this  operation,  it  is  probable  that  hazardous 
materials  are  present  at  the  site.  As  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS,  surface  soil 
and  sediment  sampling  was  conducted.  The  results  were  made  available 
for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  of  the  sampling  appears 
to  indicate  elevated  levels  of  cadmium. 

It  was  reported  that  two  ASTs  were  located  adjacent  to  Building  530 
(M&E,  1992).  These  ASTs  were  used  to  store  diesel  fuel  and  have  been 
removed. 

22.  Pesticide  Storage  Building  (Building  537)  [Parcel  22D-HS/HRIAIL(P)] 

The  Pestidde  Storage  Building  is  located  in  the  southern  part  of  the 
Workshop  Area,  east  of  the  Former  Deactivation  Furnace.  It  is 
approximately  4,200  sq.  ft  in  size.  Ibe  building  had  reportedly  been  used 
to  store  and  mix  pesticides  for  many  years.  The  pesticides  were  stored  in 
leak-proof  containers.  In  1992,  it  was  observed  tluit  all  openings  in  the 
floor  and  walls,  such  as  pipe  runs,  had  been  recently  sealed  and  that  a 
containment  curb  had  bWn  installed  around  the  storage  area. 
Additionally,  a  concrete  pit  was  observed  in  the  basement  of  this  building 
that  contained  water  and  sediment. 

Soil  and  interior  wipe  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongdng 
RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28 
January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  hazardous  materials,  such 
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as  DDE  and  DDT,  in  the  soil  adjacent  to  the  building,  and  on  interior 
surfaces. 

23.  Former  Ammunition  Maintenance  Building  (Building  528)  I  Parcel  23D- 
HS/HR/PSIAtUP)l 

The  FcMiner  Ammunition  Maintenance  Building  (Building  528)  is  located 
in  the  Workshop  Area,  south  of  die  TNT  Washout  Facilities  along  Nonnal 
Maintenance  Avenue.  It  was  rep(»1ed  Butt  diis  building,  approximately 
4,5(X)  sq.  ft.  in  size,  was  used  for  ammuniti<m  demilitarization,  milling  and 
tapping,  spray  painting,  and  stenciling.  Materials  used  in  this  operation 
that  are  considered  possible  omtaminants  include  oils,  greases,  solvents, 
paint,  and  paint  thiiiner.  Other  potential  contaminants  that  may  have 
been  associated  with  operatitms  at  diis  building  indude  prop>ellants, 
explosives,  and  metals. 

Soil  sampling  was  ccmducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  SVOCs,  explosives  compounds,  and  elevated 
concentrations  of  metak  in  soils. 

24.  Buildings  535  and  536  [Parcel  24D-HRIPSIAIUP)] 

Building  535 

See  Table  4.4-1. 

Building  536 

Building  536  is  located  near  foe  southern  edge  of  foe  Workshop  Area.  It 
was  reported  that  an  UST,  located  near  foe  building,  was  used  to  store 
diesel  fuel  (M&E,  1992). 

As  part  of  foe  ongoing  RI/FS,  a  site  inspection  revealed  a  pole-mounted 
transformer  near  Building  536.  Surface  scril  sampling  of  stained  material 
located  under  foe  transformer  was  conducted.  The  results  were  made 
available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  hazardous  materials  (PCB 1254). 

25.  Current  Landfill  [Parcel  25D-HR(P)J 

The  Current  Landfill  is  located  to  the  west  of  the  Workshop  Area  and  to 
foe  east  of  Igloo  Mock  B .  The  landfill  area  encompasses  approximately  2 
acres  of  relatively  flat  land.  The  extent  of  landfilling  is  clearly  visible  in 
foe  field.  The  western  extent  is  constrained  by  bedrock  exposures,  and  foe 
natural  topography  of  foe  area  is  evident  to  the  north,  south,  and  east.  An 
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arroyo  lies  approximately  200  feet  to  the  east  cA  die  easternmost  extent  of  . 
landRlling.  The  landfill  has  been  covered  and  is  sparsely  overgrown  with 
brush. 

Disposal  of  material  in  the  current  landfill  began  in  1%9.  Materials 
reputedly  disposed  indude:  cardboard,  piaper,  pestidde  containers, 
adiestos-ctmtaining  building  materials,  and  land-dried  sewage  sludge. 

Use  this  landfill  was  disccmtinued  in  1962. 

In  1981,  one  soil  sample  was  collected  from  a  depth  of  2  feet  below  ground 
surface  (bgs)  at  a  locaticxi  downgradient  (north)  of  the  Current  Landfill  to 
determine  whether  potential  contamination  has  migrated  from  the 
landfill.  Arodm*  1016,  DDD,  dieldrin,  endosulfan  sulfate,  and  endrin  were 
reported  in  trace  concentrations. 

Soil  sampling  was  conduded  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

26.  Old  Landfill  [Parcel  26D-HR/A(P)J 

The  Old  Landfill  was  reportedly  located  near  a  water  tower  to  the  east  of 
the  Administration  Area.  Prior  to  1968,  the  Old  Landfill  was  used  for  the 
routine  burial  of  garbage,  trash,  and  debris  generated  at  FWDA.  In 
addition,  solid  waste  was  burned,  and  pesticide  containers  and  ACM  were 
disposed  at  the  Old  Landfill.  In  1968,  the  Old  Landfill  was  covered  by  a 
layer  of  soil. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results 
indicate  the  presence  of  elevated  concentrations  of  metals  in  soils. 

27.  Functional  Test  Range  2/3  [Pared  27D-HR(P)/X] 

Functional  Test  Ranges  2  and  3  (FTR  2/3)  are  located  in  the  northeastern 
portion  of  FWDA,  to  the  north  of  Igloo  Blodc  G  and  surround  the  eastern 
part  of  Igloo  Blodi  K.  These  FTRs  are  located  adjacent  to  each  ofiier  and 
are  treated  as  one  site.  FTR  2/3  covers  an  area  of  approximately  585  acres. 
FTR  2  was  used  in  the  1960s  to  test  a  variety  of  munitions,  rockets  and 
mOTtars.  FTR  2  is  mosfiy  vegetated,  except  for  a  small  area  in  file 
northeast  portion  where  there  less  vegetatiem.  FTR  3  was  used  in  the 
1960s  to  test  higjh  explosives  and  contained  many  craters.  It  is  currently 
vegetated.  Based  on  past  operations,  it  is  presumed  that  explosives 
residues  (e.g.,  TNT  and  are  present  at  the  site. 
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Soil  sampling  and  surface  screening  oi  the  site  for  the  presence  of  UXO 
were  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made 
available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  UXO  scattered  throughout  this  area. 

28.  Pistd  Range  [Pared  28D-HR] 

The  Pistol  Range  is  located  a{^>roxinuitely  2.5  miles  southeast  of  the 
Adnunistration  Area  and  covers  an  area  approxintately  70  by  200  feet  in 
size.  It  has  been  used  for  a  number  years  but  no  specific  details 
regarding  the  start  date  or  other  uses  have  been  identified.  The  Pistol 
Range  is  situated  at  the  base  of  a  hillside  whidi  was  used  as  a  natural 
backstop  for  the  target  area. 

Surface  s<^  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The 
results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994. 
Results  indicate  the  presence  of  hazardous  levels  of  lead  at  the  site. 

29.  Functional  Test  Range  1  [Parcel  29D-HR(P)/XJ 

Fill  1  is  located  in  the  east-central  portion  of  FWDA  between  Igloo  Blocks 
E  and  H.  FTR 1  is  approximately  345  acres  in  size  and  was  originally  used 
as  a  powder  burning  area  in  the  1940s.  During  the  1950s,  the  site  was 
used  for  flare  and  signal  grenade  testing.  Residues  were  piled  by  the  bank 
of  an  arroyo  near  the  eastern  part  of  the  site.  It  was  reported  that  scrap 
metal  and  shrapnel  were  observed  over  a  laige  portion  of  this  site.  The 
site  is  currently  covered  with  grass.  Based  on  past  operations,  it  is 
probable  that  explosives  residues  (e.g.,  TNT  and  DNT)  are  present  at  the 
site. 

Soil  sampling  and  surface  screening  of  the  site  for  the  presence  of  UXO 
were  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made 
available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the 
presence  of  UXO  scattered  throughout  this  area. 

30.  Group  C  Disposal  Area  [Parcel  30D-HR(P)/X(P)] 

This  site  is  located  adjacent  to  and  in  the  arroyo  due  east  of  the  southern 
end  of  Igloo  Block  C  ^?ent  shell  casings,  tires,  and  metal  scraps  have 
been  observed  within  the  arroyo.  Disposed  materials  were  present  in  the 
arroyo  walls  to  a  depth  of  three  feet  below  the  groimd  surface.  Also, 
adjacent  to  file  arroyo  is  a  conspicuously  flat  area,  suggesting  it  may  have 
been  graded  or  levded.  Dispel  of  unloiown  materials  at  this  site  is 
oemsidered  probable  evidence  that  hazardous  materials  are  present.  Also, 
there  is  a  possibility  that  this  area  could  contain  UXO. 
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In  1981,  one  soil  sample  was  collected  from  die  Group  C  Disposal  Area. 
No  target  parameters  were  detected. 

Soil  sampling  and  a  UXO  survey  were  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongcnng 
RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulattxy  review  on  28 
January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  jnwsenoe  ctf  elevat^  concentrations  of 
metals  in  soils.  No  evidence  of  UXO  was  identified. 

Buntmg  lDe$nolitioH  Areas 

The  Buming/Demolition  Areas  are  located  in  the  west-central  portion  of 
the  installation  near  Ftoced-Up  Fkurse  Valley.  The  total  area  of  the 
Buming/Demolition  Areas  is  approximately  1,100  acres  in  size.  The  area 
includes  four  sub  areas:  Burning  Ground,  Burning  Ground /Demolition 
Landfill,  0{)en  Burning  and  Detonation  Area  (OBDA),  and  Old 
Demolition  Area. 

The  Burning  Ground  and  OBDA  were  operating  facilities  prior  to  the  base 
closure  in  January  1993;  they  were  managed  under  RCRA  Part  B  Interim 
status.  The  Old  Burning  Ground/Demolition  Landfill  and  the  Old 
Demolition  Area  ceased  operation  in  1955. 

31 .  Burning/Detomtion  Area  [  Parcel  31  D-HR(P)/XJ 

Burning  Ground 

The  Burning  Ground  is  located  inside  the  fenced  OB/OD  Area.  It  is 
located  in  a  valley  immediately  east  of  an  arroyo  and  west  of  the  OBDA. 
The  Burning  Groimd  is  approximately  2  acres  in  size.  Since  1955,  it  has 
been  used  as  a  site  to  bum  propellants  and  propellant-contaminated 
materials.  Prior  to  1982,  all  wastes  were  burned  in  unconfined  settings. 
After  1982,  all  wastes  have  been  burned  in  two  trou^  and  two  trays. 

The  troughs  and  trays  are  located  several  hundred  feet  north  of  the 
unoonfined  burning  area  used  prior  to  1982.  Ihe  trays  were  covered  and 
positioned  directly  on  the  ground.  Based  on  past  operations,  it  is  probable 
that  explosive  residue  (e.g.,  TNT  and  DNT)  are  present  at  file  site. 

Surface  screening  of  the  site  for  the  presence  of  UXO  was  conducted  as 
part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory 
review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  UXO  scattered 
throughout  this  area. 

Investigation  of  this  area  is  currently  being  conducted  as  part  of  the  RCRA 
Interim  Status  Closure  Plan  which  was  approved  by  the  New  Mexico 
Environmental  Department  (NMED)  on  20  January  1994. 
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Open  Burning  and  Detonation  Area 

The  OBDA  is  located  just  south  ctf  Fenced-up  Horse  Valley.  This  area  is 
approximately  38  acres  in  size  and  includes  open  and  covered  demolition 
pits  and  trenches.  Although  open  detonation  of  explosives  in  quantities 
less  than  5,000  pounds  was  allowed,  it  became  standard  practice  for  all 
det(mations  to  be  covered.  This  area  was  routinely  grad^  and  groomed. 
Based  on  past  operations,  it  is  {»obable  that  explosive  residue  (e.g.,  TNT 
and  DND  are  present  at  the  site. 

Surface  screening  of  the  site  foe  the  presence  of  UXO  was  conducted  as 
part  of  the  ongmng  RI/F5.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory 
review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  UXO  scattered 
throughout  this  area. 

Investigation  of  this  area  is  currently  being  conducted  as  part  of  the  RCRA 
Interim  Status  Cosure  Plan  which  was  approved  by  the  New  Mexico 
Environmental  Department  (NMED)  on  20  January  1994. 

32.  Old  Burning  Ground/Demolition  Landfill  [Parcel  32D-HRIX(P)J 

The  Old  Burning  Ground/Demolition  Landfill  is  located  in  Fenced  Up 
Horse  Valley,  at  the  end  of  Burning  Area  Road.  It  encompasses 
approximately  26  acres  and  was  used  from  1948  until  the  late  1950s  to 
dispose  of  explosive  contaminated  waste  from  the  TNT  Washout  Plant 
and  old  equipment  from  the  TNT  drying  and  flaking  operations.  In  the 
mid-1950s,  the  area  was  used  to  ope^y  bum  up  to  30,000  pounds  of 
explosives  at  a  time.  It  was  reported  that  debris  was  expo^  by  erosion 
in  the  arroyo  at  depths  in  excess  of  10  feet.  Debris  included  shell  casings 
that  had  propellant  remnants  inside,  metal  strapping  material,  and  other 
metal  materials.  The  extent  of  landfilling  in  this  area  is  not  known,  but  is 
constrained  on  the  northwest  by  bedrock  exposures,  and  on  the  southeast 
by  an  arroyo  in  Fenoed-Up  Horse  Valley. 

In  1981,  three  soil  samples  were  collected  from  within  the  Old  Burning 
Ground  and  an  arroyo  containing  munitions  refuse.  Nitroaromatic 
(explosives)  compounds  were  detected  in  both  samples  collected  within 
the  Old  Burning  Ground  and  TNT  in  one  of  die  samples.  The  arroyo 
sample  contained  endosulfan  sulfate  and  Aroclor  1016. 

Surface  geophysical  and  UXO  surveys  were  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  buried  metal. 
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33.  Old  Demolition  GroundArea  [Pared  33D-HR/X(P)] 

This  site  is  located  south  of  the  C^d  Burning  Ground /Demolition  Landfill, 
adjacent  to  the  FWDA's  western  boundary.  It  encompasses 
approximately  71  acres.  This  area  was  identified  by  the  Army  as  an  old 
demedition  area  in  1961,  and  theref(»e,  probably  contains  UXO. 

Explosives  from  the  holding  tank  of  fite  TNT  Washout  Plant  were  shipped 
to  this  area  and  biimed  in  the  open.  The  exact  boundaries  of  this  area  are 
not  well  known.  However,  there  are  three  mounds  that  have  been 
identified  as  being  part  of  this  area.  Reportedly,  these  mounds  exhibit 
linnited  evidence  of  metallic  debris  or  o^er  activity  and  the  area  is 
overgrown  with  sparse  vegetation. 

In  1981,  one  soil  sample  was  collected  from  within  the  Old  Demolition 
Area.  The  nitroaromatic  compound  2,4,6-TNT  was  detected. 

Surface  geophysical  and  UXO  surveys,  and  sediment  sampling  were 
conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available 
for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of 
buried  metal  and  elevated  concentrations  of  metals  in  sediments. 

34.  Unused  Missile  SUe  [Parcel  34D-HR(P)J 

This  four  acre  site  is  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  FWDA,  near  the 
eastern  border  of  the  facility  where  the  access  road  from  State  Highway 
400  enters  FWDA.  It  was  reported  that  this  site  was  never  used  to  launch 
missiles.  However,  this  site  was  identified  in  the  Final  Technical  Plan 
(M&E,  1992)  as  probably  containing  hazardous  materials. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
coi\stituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

35.  Ballistic  Missile  Testing  Site  [Pared  35D-HR(P)/PR(P)] 

This  four  acre  site  is  located  in  the  southeastern  comer  of  FWDA  between 
Missile  MSR  No.  1  and  Latmch  Road  No.  1.  The  Ballistic  Missile  Testing 
(BMT)  Site  was  used  at  various  times  between  1963  and  1967  fcH*  the 
laundung  of  ballistic  missiles.  It  has  also  been  reported  that  two  rocket 
motors  were  buried  at  the  BMT  Site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  concrete  pad. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  latmch  activities  and  the  presumption  that  at 
least  some  maintenance  operations  were  performed  in  conjunction  with 
launch  operations,  the  release  of  hazardous  materials,  such  as  solvents, 
petroleum  products,  and  propellants,  is  possible. 
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Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  Rl/FS.  The  results 
were  nnade  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
ccmstituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

36.  Perking  Missile  Site  [Parcel  36D-HR(P)IPR(P)] 

This  three  acre  site  is  located  in  the  soudteastem  comer  of  FWDA  near 
Lake  McFerren.  The  Pershing  Missile  (PM)  Site  was  used  at  various  times 
between  1963  and  1%7  f(«  laundung  Pershing  missiles.  Because  of  the 
nature  of  laimch  activities  and  the  presumption  that  at  least  some 
maintenance  {^rations  were  perfcwmed  in  conjunction  with  launch 
operations,  the  release  of  hazanlous  ntaterials,  sud\  as  solvents,  petroleum 
products,  and  propellants,  is  possible. 

Soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results 
were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

37.  Western  Pistol  Range  [Parcel  37D-HR(P)] 

The  Western  Pistol  Range  is  located  near  the  western  boundary  of  FWDA, 
east  of  West  Patrol  Road  and  south  of  Igloo  Block  C.  No  information 
regarding  the  time  period  of  use  was  available.  The  Western  Pistol  Range 
is  situated  at  the  base  of  a  hillside  which  was  used  as  a  natural  backstop 
for  the  target  area. 

Surface  soil  sampling  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  ongoing  RI/FS.  The 
results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on  28  January  1994.  No 
constituents  of  concern  were  detected. 

Gate  209 

One  AST  was  reported  to  be  located  adjacent  to  Gate  209  (M&E,  1992). 
This  gate  could  not  be  located  on  facility  maps  and  it  therefore  is  not  a 
designated  Disqualified  Parcel  on  the  maps  in  Section  5.2. 


ADDITIONAL  AREAS  IDENTIFIED 

As  previously  referenced,  an  RI/FS  was  conducted  during  the  period  of 
November  IWl  to  January  1994.  Therefore,  no  new  areas  of 
environmental  concern  were  identified  as  a  result  of  die  CERFA 
investigation;  all  areas  of  environmental  concern  were  identified  during 
previous  investigations  or  die  RI/FS. 
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43 


ADJACENT/SURROUNDING  PROPERTIES 


FWDA  is  almost  entirely  surrounded  by  FMerally  owned  or  administered 
lands  including  both  national  forest  and  Native  American  reservation 
lands.  North  and  east  of  FWDA  is  the  Navajo  Reservation.  Development 
north  of  FWDA  includes  Red  Rock  State  Park,  a  Zuni  raUroad  siding,  an  El 
Paso  National  Gas  fractionating  plant  and  housing  area,  the  small  Navajo 
community  of  Church  Rock,  and  transportation  corridors  for  lnterstatc-40, 
old  U.S.  Highway  66,  and  the  Atduson,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad. 

The  conununity  of  Fbrt  Wingate,  located  immediately  to  the  east  of  FWDA 
on  reservation  land,  was  the  miginal  fort  headquarters  site.  To  the  south 
and  southeast  is  the  largely  tmdeveloped  Cibola  National  Forest.  The 
land  to  the  west  is  in  c^.^ckerboard  ownership,  with  management 
responsibilities  divided  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM), 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (Navajo  tribal  trust  land),  Navajo  tribe  (fee 
lands),  and  individual  Native  American  allottees.  Most  of  this  land  is 
undeveloped,  except  for  the  Sundance  subdivision  and  coal  mine,  and 
Rehoboth  Mission,  which  are  located  about  0.5  and  1.5  miles  west  of 
FWDA,  respectively.  The  corporate  limit  of  Gallup  is  located 
approximately  8  miles  west  of  FWDA.  None  of  these  surrounding 
properties  have  been  identifled  as  potential  sources  of  contamination  with 
respec*  to  FWDA. 

A  sewage  treatment  plant  which  serves  the  town  of  Fort  Wingate  is 
located  east  of  FWDA.  The  outflow  from  this  plant  discharges  to  the 
South  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River  immediately  upstream  of  the  FWDA 
boundary.  There  is  a  potential  that  discharges  from  this  plant  could 
impact  FWDA.  Samples  tal%n  during  the  RI/FS  revealed  very  low  levels 
of  pesticides  and  SVOCs  but,  at  this  time,  even  these  low  levels  cannot  be 
attributed  to  the  sewage  treatment  plant. 

The  discharge  of  a  significant  volume  of  uranium  mine  tailings  pond 
water  to  the  South  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River  has  been  reported.  A 
telephone  conversation  with  Mr.  Dennis  McQuillen  of  Ae  New  Mexico 
Environmental  Department  conHrmed  that  millions  of  gallons  of  this 
water  was  discharged  into  an  arroyo  in  Pipeline  Canyon  in  July,  1979. 
Pipeline  Canyon  could  not  be  located  on  U.S.  Geological  Survi^  y 
topographic  maps,  however,  west  of  FWDA,  a  canyon  was  located 
through  which  pipelines  were  routed.  It  is  assum^  that  this  canyon  is  the 
location  indicate  by  Mr.  McQuillen.  Because  this  canyon  is  located  west 
of  FWDA  and  the  Soudi  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River  flows  toward  the  west, 
the  discharge  of  uranium  mine  tailing  pond  water  would  not  have 
impacted  FWDA. 
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4.4 


RELATED  ENVIRONMENTAL,  HAZARD,  AND  SAFETY  ISSUES 


Military  installatioirs  frequently  contain  issues  which  the  U.S.  Army 
Environmental  Center  (USAEC)  believes  fall  outside  of  the  provisions  of 
CERFA.  For  example,  while  a  release  of  lead-based  paint  onto  the  ground 
may  be  a  CERCLA  concern,  the  application  of  lead-based  paint  to  a 
building  surface  is  generally  not.  However,  lead-based  paint  applied  to 
buildings  may  represent  a  safety  hazard  to  young  children.  Similarly, 
other  substances  or  materials  commonly  applied  to  or  found  in  buildings 
(for  example,  radon  and  asbestos)  may  not  be  explicitly  regulated  under 
CERCLA,  but  may  require  a  notice  to  potential  transferees  and  lessees  that 
they  exist. 

USAEC  has  sought  to  balance  the  statutory  requirements  of  CERFA  with 
the  law's  intent  to  identify  uncontaminated  property  to  the  public  which 
can  be  expeditiously  reused.  Notice  has  been  provided  for  those  parcels 
which  appear  to  be  uncontaminated  under  the  definition  provided  in 
CERFA,  but  which  may  contain  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues. 
Buildings  which  contain  asbestos-containing  materials,  lead-based  paint, 
or  naturally  occurring  radon  fall  into  this  category  and  are  identified  as 
"CERFA  Qualified  Parcels  "  in  this  CERFA  report.  Parcels  which  contain 
stored  (not  in  use)  equipment  containing  50  parts  per  million  (ppm)  or 
more  of  polychlorinated  biphenyl  (PCB)  oil,  low  level  radionuclide- 
containing  equipment  such  as  dials  and  weapon  site  posts,  and 
unexploded  ordnance  are  also  designated  "CERFA  Qualified  Parcels 

In  those  cases,  however,  where  for  example,  asbestos  or  PCBs  have  been 
disposed  in  the  environment,  the  parcel  has  been  identified  as  "CERFA 
Disqualified".  In  this  example,  the  designation  indicates  that  a  CERCLA 
hazard  may  exist  at  this  location. 

The  sites  described  below  are  numbered  to  follow  the  sequence 
established  by  Section  4.1  and  correspond  to  the  site  map  (Figure  5.1-1) 
and  accompanying  map  table. 

Those  CERFA  Qualifiers  which  are  located  in  Disqualified  Parcels  are 
included  in  the  discussion  in  Section  4.1. 

The  following  areas  have  been  designated  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels. 

38.  Building  18  [Parcel  38Q-AfL(P)J 

39.  Building  1  [Parcel  39Q-A/UP)] 

40.  Building  48  [Parcel  40Q-L(P)] 
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41 .  Buildings  43  and  79  [Parcel  41  Q-A(P)JUP)J 

42.  Building  23  [Parcel  42Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

43.  Building  10  [Parcel  43Q-A(P)/UP)] 

44.  Administrative  and  Residential  Buildings  [Parcel  44Q-AILJ 

45.  Building  17  [Parcel  4SQ-A/L] 

46.  Buildings  30, 31, 33  and  51  [Parcel  46Q-A/L] 

47.  Buildings  541  and  542  [Parcel47Q-A/L] 

48.  Buildings  509, 510, 511, 512, 514, 515,  and  522  [Parcel  48Q-A/LJ 

49.  Building  539  [Parcel  49Q-A(P)/L(P)} 

50.  Building  527  [Parcel  50Q-A/L(P)] 

51 .  Building  529  [Parcel  51  Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

52.  Buildings  510, 516,  and  520  [Parcel  52Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

53.  Buildings  216  and  217  [Parcel  53Q-L(P)I 

54.  Building  316  [Parcel  54Q-A(P)/L(P)} 

55.  Building  312  [Parcel  55Q-A(P}IL(P)J 

56.  Building  301  [Parcel  56Q-A/L(P)] 

57.  Building  352  [Parcel  57Q-A{P)IUP)] 

58.  Building  303  [Parcel  58Q-AfL(P)] 

59.  Building  304  [Parcel  59Q-AIUP)] 

60.  Building  305  [Parcel  60Q-A/L(P)J 

61 .  Buildings  60  and  67  (Water  Tanls)  [Parcel  61  Q~L(P)1 

62.  Building  52, 46  and  53  (Radio  Towers)  [Parcel  62Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

63.  Building  306  [Parcel  63Q-A/L(P)] 
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64.  Building  307  [Pared  64Q-A/UP)] 

65.  Building  308  [Pared  65Q-A/L(P)} 

66.  Building  309  [Pared  66Q-AIUP)] 

67.  Building  310  [Pared  67Q-A/UP)] 

68.  Building  311  [Pared  68Q-AIUP)] 

69.  Building  103  [Pared  69Q-A(P)/UP)] 

70.  Buddings  106  and  110  [Pareel  70Q-A(P)/UP)] 

71 .  Building  340  [Pared  71Q-A(P)/L(P)J 

72.  Building  1 1 6  [Pared  72Q-A(P)IL(P)] 

73.  Building  410  [Pared  73Q-A(P)/UP)] 

74.  Building  401  [Pared  74Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

75.  Buildings  406  and  411  [Pared  75Q-A(P)/aP)J 

76.  Buildings  412  [Pared  76Q-A(P)/L(P)J 

77.  Buildings  407  and  413  [Pareel  77Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

78.  Buildings  409. 414.  and  415  [Pared  78Q-A(P)/L(P)] 

79.  Building  601  [Pared  79Q-A(P)/L(P)J 

80.  Demolition  Kiekout  Aral  [Pareel  80Q-XJ 

Open  detonation  of  explosives  was  performed  within  this  area  in  the  past. 
The  Demolition  Kiekout  Area  surrounds  the  former  detonation  area. 
Incomplete  detonation  can  result  in  kiekout  of  material  which  is  capable  of 
exploding  and  thus  is  termed  UXO. 

Surface  screening  for  the  presence  of  UXO  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  RI/FS.  The  results  were  made  available  for  regulatory  review  on 
28  January  1994.  Results  indicate  the  presence  of  UXO  scatter^ 
throughout  this  area. 

The  ordnance  items  located,  removed  or  marked  for  blow-in-place  (BIP) 
totaled  approximately  27,921.  This  encompassed  27,003  live  ordnance 
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items  staged  and  918  items  considered  too  sensitive  to  move.  Several  tons 
of  non-explosive  or  empty  CH’dnance  debris  were  also  removed  from  the 
survey  areas  and  staged. 

EOD  support  was  provided  by  ti\e  52D  Ordranoe  Group,  Fort  Gillem,  GA 
over  four  (4)  separate  mobilizations  occurring  from  May  through 
December  1993. 

81 .  Buildings  40  and  41  [Pared  81Q-A/UP)J 

Scattered  Utility  Buildings 

Throughout  FWDA  there  are  between  20  and  50  snudl,  unnamed, 
unnumbered  utility  sheds /buildings  present,  rrumy  of  which  are 
temporary  structures,  the  vast  majority  of  which  do  not  appear  on  the 
maps  in  Section  5.1.  Although  there  are  few  accurate  records,  it  is 
assumed  that  these  structures  were  constructed  prior  to  1978  and 
therefore,  probably  contain  LBP.  It  is  unlikely,  but  possible,  that  some  of 
these  structures  contain  ACM. 


CERFA  EXCLUDED  PROPERTY 

There  are  no  CERFA  Excluded  Parcels  on  FWDA. 
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5.0 


SITE  PARCELIZATION 


After  concluding  the  review  of  investigation  documents,  regulatory 
reoOTds,  perscmnel  interviews  and  visual  inspections,  ERM  identitied 
parcels  on  tiw  installaticm  as  CERFA  Parcels,  CERFA  Qualitied  Parcels , 
CERFA  Disqualitied  Parcels,  or  CERFA  Exduded  Parcels  in  accordance 
with  the  detiniti<ms  in  Secticm  The  parcels  are  delineated  (m  a  map  of 
the  BRAC  portion  of  the  installaticm  using  a  one-aae  square  grid  for 
boundary  detinition.  The  Army  dK)se  a  one-acre  grid  system  to  aid  in  the 
presentation  of  data  gathered  during  the  CERFA  report  investigation,  and 
to  facilitate  use  of  the  document  by  reuse  groups  and  others.  The  one-acre 
grid  provided  a  consistent  method  to  report  and  locate  environmental  or 
other  concerns.  In  the  many  cases  where  the  ccmcems  are  much  smaller 
than  once  acre,  the  grid  system  simplifies  the  depiction  of  the  concern. 
Accordingly,  the  areal  extent  of  many  small  areas  of  concern,  such  as  UST 
sites,  are  liberally  depicted  in  the  CERFA  report. 

Additionally,  the  one-acre  grid  size  was  chosen  as  a  generally 
redevelopable  parcel  size  for  either  industrial  or  residential  uses. 
However,  the  grid  does  not  drive  reuse  nor  restrict  it.  Reuse  decisions 
should  be  made  irrespective  of  the  grid. 

The  entire  one-acre  grid  square  is  colored  or  shaded  to  indicate  the 
applicable  parcel  category  based  on  the  history  of  storage  or  release  for 
any  portion  of  that  square.  Parcels  are  labeled  according  to  a  system 
outlined  in  Section  1.2  of  this  report  to  indicate  the  applicable  parcel 
category  and  the  contaminating  circumstances.  Parcel  labels  are 
connected  to  the  respective  parcel  boimdaries  by  a  line  or  are  located 
within  the  parcel  boimdaries. 

Where  CERFA  E)isqualified  Parcels  and  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels  have 
coincided,  the  overlapped  area  has  been  designated  CERFA  Disqualified. 
Labeb  for  any  such  overlapped  parcels  also  indicate  the  presence  of  the 
qualifying  hazards.  CERFA  Excluded  Parcels  have  been  excluded  from 
tills  investigation  of  contaminant  locations  and  therefore  have  no 
overlapping  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  or  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels . 
Structures  within  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  that  contain  qualifying 
safety  hazards  are  designated  with  the  applicable  qualifying  label,  where 
map  scale  permits  this  level  of  detail. 

ERM's  investigation  and  subsequent  parcelization  of  FWDA  determined 
that  16339  acres  of  the  facility  fall  within  the  CERFA  Parcel  category. 

Ther  are  940  acres  of  the  facility  categorized  as  CERFA  Qualified  Parcels . 


IHEBlMCaOUP 


5-1 


CERFA/miT  WINCATE-OaW.WMpa*.  I«M 


There  are  4333  acres  on  the  facility  dassifled  as  CERFA  Disqualified 

Parcels.  There  are  no  CERFA  Excluded  Parcels. 

In  determining  the  applicable  parcel  categmies  for  the  installation 

property,  ERM  observed  the  following  guidance  provided  by  the  USAEC 

fat  specific  drcumstanoes: 

•  Buildings  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  assumed  to  contain  lead-based 
paint.  A  similar  assumption  is  made  for  asbestos  in  buildings 
constructed  prior  to  19^. 

•  Storage  of  petroleum  products,  petroleum  derivatives  and  CERCLA 
regulated  hazardous  substances  will  prevent  an  area  from  beocmiing  a 
CERFA  Parcel  as  l<mg  as  that  storage  is  for  one  year  or  greater.  The 
quantity  of  substances  stmred  is  not  relevant  to  determining  the 
applicable  parcel  category.  However,  if  the  operation  requiring  such 
substances  is  in  the  imm^iate  area,  and  the  storage  is  in  limited 
quantities  for  immediate  use,  the  area  is  not  preduded  from  being  a 
CERFA  Parcel. 

•  Non-leaking  equipment  containing  less  than  50  ppm  PCBs  does  not 
predude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel.  Non-leaking,  out- 
of-service  equipment  with  greater  than  50  ppm  PCBs  will  place  an 
area  in  the  CE^A  Qualified  Parcel  category.  An  area  is  designated 
CERFA  Disqualified  if  there  is  a  known  release  containing  greater 
than  50  ppm  PCBs. 

•  Areas  where  there  are  transport  systems  or  process  equipment  which 
handle  hazardous  material  or  ]petroleum  products  and  upon  which 
there  have  been  no  release,  storage,  or  disposal  are  categorized  as 
CERFA  Parcels. 

•  Ordnance  disposal  locations  are  designated  CERFA  Disqualified. 

This  does  not  include  ordnance  impact  areas  which  are  designated 
CERFA  Qualified  Parcels . 

•  Routine  pestidde  and  herbidde  application  in  accordance  with 
manufactiuer's  directions  and  chlorofluorocarbons  and  halon  in 
operational  systems  do  not  preclude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA 
Parcel. 

•  Coal  storage  piles  and  railroad  tracks  do  not  be  themselves  preclude 
an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel. 
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5.1 


CERFA  CATEGORY  AND  DESIGNATION  MAP 
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February  17,  1994 

Mike  Gaborek,  Environncntal  Engineer 
U.  8.  Azev  EnvirouMat  Center 
ATTN:  SFIM-BCA 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  MD  21010-’5401 
Dear  Mikex 

On  behalf  of  the  Eev  Mexico  Environment  Departaent  (MMED) 
and  pursuant  to  the  Defense/State  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(DSMOA)  Z  have  reviewed  the  draft  Supplementary 
Preliminary  Assessment  Community  Environmental  Response 
Facilitation  Act  (CBRFA)  for  Fort  Wingate  Depot  Activity, 
Gallup,  NM  dated  Deceml^r  17,  1993. 

I  have  also  reviewed  soocnents  and  revisions  resulting 
from  the  Amy's  internal  review  provided  in  a  cover 
letter  to  me  dated  Januiury  28,  1994.  * 

As  a  result  of  the  comments,  revisions  and  CERFA  document 
references  to  the  remedial  investigation/feasibility 
study  (RI/PS)  I  feel  this  document  is  very  fragmented, 
making  it  difficult  to  review. 

Because  the  draft  final  RI/FS  is  complete,  Z  request  that 
all  references  to  the  RZ/PS  be  replaced  with  the  relevant 
information,  and  that  all  revisions  or  refinements,  based 
on  the  Amy  review  to  date,  be  included  in  a  document  for 
my  review. 

1  appreciate  the  need  for  a  quick  review  from  NMED  and 
Z  intand  to  do  just  that  when  I  have  a  document  that '  s 
lass  fragmented  and  more  coaqxrehensive .  Based  on  sy 
review  of  the  information  in  the  RI/FS  I  do  not 
anticipate  serious  problems  with  the  CERFA  Report. 

I  look  forward  to  reviewing  a  more  con^lete  draft. 


cc:  isihg  Cbia,  U8EPA 
Mare  Sides,  NKBD 


U.S.  Axay  B&vlronaantal  Cantar 

Rasponaa  to  Ragulatory  Commanta 

Fort  Wlngata  Dapot  Activity  Draft  CBRFA  Raport 

1.  CGHMBHT:  From  State  of  New  Mexico  Environment  Department, 

Letter  dated  17  February  1994  -  As  a  result  of  the  comments, 

revisions  and  CERFA  document  references  to  the  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS)  I  feel  this  document  is 

-very  fragmented,  making  it  difficult  to  review. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Several  programmatic  changes  have  been 
incorporated  into  all  CERFA  reports,  including  Fort  Wingate,  which 
will  result  in  the  docxunent  being  less  fragmented  and  will 
facilitate  review.  Additionally,  the  incorporation  of  the  states 
comments  will  provide  a  less  fragmented  and  easier  to  read 
document . 

2.  COMMENT:  From  State  of  New  Mexico  Environment  Department, 
Letter  dated  17  February  1994  -  Because  the  Draft  Final  RI/FS  is 
complete,  I  request  that  all  references  to  the  RI/FS  be  replaced 
with  the  relevevt  information,  and  that  all  revisions  or 
refinements,  based  on  the  Army  review  to  date,  be  included  in  a 
document  for  my  review. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  References  to  the  RI/FS  will  be  replaced  with 
relevant  information  from  the  RI/FS  where  appropriate,  and  when 
practical.  Revisions  and  refinements  based  on  the  Army's  review 
will  be  incorporated  as  indicated  in  the  RESPONSE  TO  INTERNAL  ARMY 
COMMENTS  provided  below.  A  final  document  will  be  provided  to  the 
New  Mexico  Environment  Department,  however  statutory  deadlines  for 
the  completion  of  CERFA  documents  will  preclude  the  opportunity  to 
provide  additional  comments. 

n.S.  Army  Envlroxu&ental  Center 

Response  to  Internal  Amy  Comments  (Requested  by  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  Environment  Department) 

Fort  Wingate  Army  Depot  Activity  Draft  CERFA  Report 


1.  Page  1-1,  Section  1.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Purpose  and  Scope 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  “contamination",  in  Line  4, 

Paragraph  1,  with  the  word,  "concerns".  Replace  the  phrase, 
"categories  of  contamination",  appearing  in  Lines  9-10  of  the 
referenced  paragraph  with  the  phrase,  "environmental  concerns". 

Recommendation:  Revise  Paragraph  1  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 


2. 


Page  l-l.  Section  1.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Purpose  and  Scope 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  "contamination",  appearing  in  Line 
5,  Paragraph  3,  with  the  word,  "environmental". 

Recommendation:  Revise  Paragraph  3  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment . 

ABXy  RBSPONSB:  Comment  has  been  incorporated 

3.  Page  1-2,  Section  1.2,  Mr.  Gcdjorek 
Definition  of  Terms  -  CERFA  Parcel 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  "contamination",  appearing  in  Line 
5  of  the  referenced  section  with  the  word,  "substances". 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  section  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment. 

AXXY  RBSPONSB:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 

4.  Page  1-2,  Section  1.2,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Definition  of  Terms  -  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier (s) 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  "contamination",  appearing  in  Line 
5  of  the  referenced  section  with  the  word,  "substances". 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  section  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 

5.  Page  1-2,  Section  1.2,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Definition  of  Terms  -  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  "dumping",  appearing  in  Line  7  of 
the  referenced  section  with  the  word,  "disposal". 

Recommendation;  Revise  the  referenced  section  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 

6.  Page  1-4,  Section  1.3,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Geographical /Environmental  Setting 

Comment ;  It  would  be  useful  to  include  the  depth  to  the  San 
Andres -Glorieta  acjuifer  in  the  last  paragraph  of  Page  1-4.  The 
reason  for  this  additional  information  is  to  give  the  reviewer  a 
perspective  on  the  lack  of  water  at  the  FWDA.  In  addition,  the 
reviewer  will  understand  that  the  depth  to  groundwater  precludes 
contcunination  from  soil  contamination. 

Recommendation:  Include  the  depth  to  the  potable  water  source 
at  FWDA  in  the  last  paragraph  of  Page  1-4. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 


7.  Page  2-1,  Section  2.0,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Scope  of  Investigation 

Connnent:  Avoid  use  of  the  term,  "etc."  Use  of  this  term  is 
included  in  the  first  bullet  item  listed  in  the  referenced  section. 

Recommendation:  Specifically  list  all  types  of  reports 
mentioned  in  the  first  bullet  item  in  the  referenced  section  and 
'eliminate  the  use  of  the  term,  "etc." 

ASHY  RBSPOHSB:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 

8.  Page  2-2,  Section  2.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Existing  Investigation  Documents 

Comment:  Eliminate  the  date  of  April  1994  from  the  last 
sentence  of  the  referenced  section  appearing  on  Page  2-2. 

Recommendation:  Replace  the  last  sentence  of  the  referenced 
section  with  the  statement,  "The  RI/FS  Report  was  made  available 
for  regulatory  review  at  the  end  of  January  1994." 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  has  been  incorporated. 

9.  Page  2-2,  Section  2.2,  Mr.  Gaborek 
State  Records 

Comment:  Avoid  use  of  grammatical  structure  such  as  the 
phrase,  "and/or"  appearing  in  the  last  line  of  the  referenced 
subsection  of  Section  2.2.  This  concern  is  also  applicable  to  the 
phrase,  "detection/clearance",  appearing  in  Line  2,  Section  2.4. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  subsection  and  section 
to  eliminate  the  referenced  awkward  grammatical  structures. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  not  be  incorporated.  Comments 
concerning  style  of  writing  will  not  be  incorporated. 

10.  Page  2-2,  Section  2.3,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Interviews 

Comment:  Clarify  the  inclusion  of  the  acronyms,  "RI"  and 
"FS",  in  the  last  line  of  Page  2-2.  Both  of  these  acronyms  have 
specific  meanings.  Your  placement  of  these  acronyms  in  the  last 
sentence  of  this  page  is  confusing. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  section  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


11.  Page  2-3,  Section  2.5,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Title  Documents 

Comment:  Include  text  for  the  referenced  section.  The  only- 

statement  in  this  section  is  a  reference  to  a  map  section.  Every 
identified  report  outline  section  should  include  text.  If  the 
section  does  not  include  some  type  of  text,  then  it  obviously 
cannot  be  a  specific  report  outline  section. 

Recommendation:  Include  descriptive  text  in  Section  2.5  to 
define  the  content  of  this  section  using  format  being  provided  by 
USAEC. 

ASinr  SXSPOHSB:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

12.  Page  3-1,  Section  3.0,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Property  Background  Information 

Comment:  Section  3.0  looks  like  a  blank  section  which  lacks 

text .  It  is  poor  report  structure  to  present  a  main  report  section 
without  including  text  to  support  the  section.  If  this  is  just  a 
section  title,  make  it  stand  out  as  such  or  center  it.  This 
comment  is  applicable  to  the  entire  report,  i.e.  Section  4.0,  Page 
4-1. 

Recommendation:  Make  the  proper  corrections  in  accordance 
with  the  edjove  comments. 

ARMY  RSSPOMSB:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

13.  Page  4-1,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Previously  Identified  AREEs,  General  Comment 

Comment:  The  format  of  Section  4.1  is  very  difficult  to 

follow  and  is  generally  confusing.  For  example,  "Igloo  Blocks  A 
through  H,  J,  and  K"  is  not  presented  as  a  subsection.  It  is 
presented  as  an  indented,  highlighted  title.  It  is  suggested  that 
this  section  be  divided  into  specific  large  property  areas  of  the 
FWDA  and  all  applicable  CERFA  issues  focused  to  those  specific 
property  areas.  FWDA  is  generally  divided  into  the  following 
property  areas:  Administration  Area,  Work  Shop  Areas,  Igloo  and 
Magazine  Areas,  and  Open  Demolition  and  Open  Burning  Ground  Areas. 
These  property  groups  should  have  been  used  as  subsections  of 
Section  4.1  with  applicable  concerns  listed  under  each  of  these 
areas . 

Recommendation:  Revise  Section  4.1  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment . 

ARMY  RBSPONSE:  Comment  noted,  however  comment  will  not  be 
incorporated.  The  comment  requests  a  format  change  due  to  a  style 
preference.  Comments  will  not  be  incorporated  due  to  a  writing 
style  preference  as  long  as  all  pertinent  data  is  presented. 


14.  Page  4-2,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  G2U3ore]c 

1.  Igloo  Block  A 

Coinment:  The  last  sentence  of  Paragraph  l  of  the  referenced 
subsection  indicates  the  potential  for  explosive  residue.  You 
should  qualify  this  statement  with  the  fact  that  explosive  residue 
is  expected  to  be  very  limited.  The  justification  for  this 
statement  is  that  the  Army's  protocol  mandated  that  ainy  euid  all 
' spills  from  defective  crates  had  to  be  cleauied  up. 

The  sentence  containing  the  date  of  April  1994  appearing  in 
Line  2,  Paragraph  2,  of  the  referenced  subsection  should  be  changed 
to  the  statement,  "The  results  were  made  availedile  for  regulatory 
review  at  the  end  of  January  1994 . " 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  s\ibsection  discussion  of  Igloo 
Block  A  in  accordance  with  the  provided  comment.  In  addition, 
revise  your  discussion  of  Igloo  Blocks  B  through  K,  inclusive,  in 
accordance  with  the  provided  ccxnnent  for  Igloo  Block  A. 

The  concern  about  changing  the  date  from  April  1994  to  January 
1994  and  the  revised  sentence  appearing  in  the  adjove  comment  are 
applicable  to  all  siibsections  of  Section  4,1  of  the  CERFA  Report. 
All  analytical  data  will  be  available  for  regulatory  review  at  the 
end  of  January  1994.  Explicitly  state  that  the  reports  are 
currently  under  review  by  the  State  of  New  Mexico  and  EPA  Region 
VI,  The  final,  regulatory-approved  RI/FS  is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  by  June  10,  1994,  however,  the  pviblic  has  the  right  to 
review  the  copies  of  the  RI/FS  Report  that  are  provided  for 
regulatory  review.  Make  all  necessary  changes  regarding  this  time 
froune  in  Section  4.1. 

It  appears  that  the  preparers  of  the  CERFA  Report  failed  to 
coordinate  site -specific  information  with  the  team  that  is  working 
on  the  RI/FS  Report.  Ensure  that  CERFA  areas  of  concern  are 
"cleared"  through  the  appropriate  RI/FS  team  personnel  to  avoid 
ambiguous  messages  to  the  regulatory  community. 

ARMY  RSSPOKSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


15.  Page  4-1,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Previously  Identified  AREBs,  General  Comment 

Comment:  This  Center  disagrees  with  your  approach  taken  to 
refer  the  reviewer  to  data  presented  in  the  RI/FS  report.  BRM  did 
both  the  CERFA  and  the  RI/FS  Reports.  At  this  point  in  time,  you 
are  capable  of  presenting  definitive  statements  about  either  the 
lack  of  environmental  concern  or  the  presence  of  specific 
'Constituents.  An  additional  concern  is  that  in  some  instances  you 
find  it  necessary  to  report  specific  issues,  i.e.,  the  presence  of 
PCBs  near  Building  11,  in  other  instcmces  where  we  know 
specifically  that  the  area  is  free  and  clear  of  identifiable 
environmental  concerns,  i.e.,  the  extended  storage  yard,  you  refer 
the  reviewer  to  the  RI/FS  rather  than  explicitly  stating  that  the 
results  of  the  RI/FS  confirm  the  absence  of  environmental  issues. 
Your  approach  tends  to  focus  attention  to  negative  issues  rather 
than  highlighting  the  fact  that  very  few  environmental  issues 
remain  at  the  FWDA. 

Recommendation:  Revise  Section  4.1  to  include  concise 
statements  eJaout  either  the  lack  of  constituents  or  the  specific 
compounds  found  at  each  of  the  sites  discussed  in  Section  4.1.  In 
making  your  revisions,  avoid  use  of  the  statement,  i.e, 
"Preliminary  results  indicate  the  presence  of  hazardous  materials 
(PCB  1254)  ,  (End  of  Paragraph  2,  Siibsection  -  Building  536)  .  Use 
instead  statements  such  as,  "Results  indicate  the  presence  of  low 
levels  of  PCB  1254  at  concentrations  of..." 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Where  appropriate  and  practical 
information  will  be  presented  rather  than  referencing  a  document. 

16.  Page  4-7,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Building  22,  General  Comment 

Comment:  If  you  are  going  to  present  a  subsection,  include 

applicable  text  to  justify  inclusion  of  that  specific  subsection. 
Simply  referring  the  reviewer  to  Table  4.4-1  without  providing  a 
reason  for  this  reference  is  not  acceptable. 

Recommendation:  This  comment  applies  to  all  such  references 
throughout  Section  4.1,  i.e.  Building  80,  Page  4-8.  In  all  such 
cases,  provide  justification  for  directing  the  reviewer  to  Tcd>le 
4.1-1.  Do  not  asstune  that  the  reviewer  knows  what  your  intention 
is . 


ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated,  because  this  is  a  programmatic  format  which  all  CERFA 
dociiments  will  follow  and  therefore  all  documents  will  be 
consistent. 


17.  Page  4-8,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Previously  Identified  AREEs,  Former  POL  Area 

Comment:  You  state  in  this  section  that  "possibly  scmie 

solvents”  were  poured  on  the  ground  at  the  POL  Area.  What  is  the 
basis  for  this  statement?  Speculative  conclusions  have  no  place  in 
this  type  of  presentation.  This  reviewer  has  also  been  told  by 
site  personnel  that  the  POL  Area  was  used  solely  to  dispose  of  food 
^preparation  greases  from  the  Native  American  food  distribution 
.  center  that  operated  within  the  Administration  Area. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  discussion  of  the  Former  POL  area 
to  address  the  applicable  concerns. 

ASMT  SSSPOHSB:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated  because  the  "speculative"  information  is  found  in  the 
literature,  and  CERFA  guidelines  indicate  this  is  reason  enough  for 
parcel  determination.  Undocumented,  verbal  information  as  the 
comment  requests  should  not  be  included  in  the  report  at  this  time. 

18.  Page  4-10,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gedjorek 

Previously  Identified  AREEs,  Building  6 

Comment:  In  the  last  paragraph  of  this  subsection,  you 

stipulate  that  soil  and  sediment  Seunpling  were  conducted  as  part  of 
the  RI/FS  for  the  ongoing  UST  removal  actions.  This  is  not 
correct.  ERM  was  specifically  directed  not  to  take  samples  for  the 
UST  removals.  The  UST  actions  are  the  sole  responsibility  of  the 
Tooele  subcontractor. 

Recommendation:  Revise  this  subsection  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

19.  Page  4-13,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

19.  Former  TNT  Washout  Facilities 

Comment:  The  last  paragraph  of  this  subsection  states  that 
the  wells  were  dry  in  1981.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  fact  that 
ERM  also  evaluated  these  wells  in  1992.  This  comment  also  applies 
to  the  last  two  lines  of  Paragraph  2,  subsection  -  Ammunition 
Painting  (Building  515) . 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  subsections  to  include 
details  of  your  monitoring  well  evaluation.  Ensure  that  you 
consult  with  the  RI/FS  tecun  on  all  such  issues. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

20.  Page  4-14,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Former  Boiler  House  (Building  501) 

Comment:  Identify  the  acronym,  "DRMO",  appearing  in  Line  6, 
Paragraph  2,  of  the  referenced  subsection. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  subsection  in 
accordance  with  the  provided  comment , 


1  ' 


ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


21.  Page  4-16,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  GcQsorek 

21.  Former  Deactivation  Furnace  (Building  530) 

Comment:  Replace  the  phrase,  "contamination  by",  appearing  in 
the  last  line  of  Paragraph  3  of  the  referenced  subsection  with  the 
phrase,  "elevated  levels  of". 

Recommendation:  Revise  Paragraph  3  of  the  referenced 
subsection  in  accordance  with  the  provided  comment. 

ARIcy  RBSPONSB:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

22.  Page  4-17,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  GcUoorek 
24.  Buildings  535  and  536 

Comment:  The  actual  discussion  of  Building  536  comes  before 
the  discussion  of  Building  535.  Reverse  the  order  in  the  title  of 
this  subsection  to  correspond  with  the  applicad>le  building- specif ic 
discussion. 

Recommendation:  Change  the  title  of  subsection  24  to, 
"Buildings  536  and  535". 

ARKY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

23.  Page  4-19,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 
30.  Group  C  Disposal  Area 

Comment:  You  fail  to  include  the  fact  that  a  UXO  survey  was 
also  conducted  in  the  Group  C  disposal  area. 

Recommendation:  Include  the  fact  that  a  UXO  survey  of  the 
Group  C  disposal  was  conducted.  Additionally,  include  the  results 
of  that  survey. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

24.  Page  4-20,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Burning/Demolition  Areas 

Comment:  Replace  the  last  sentence  of  this  subsection,  prior 
to  your  introduction  to  subsection  31  with  the  statement,  "The  Old 
Burning  Ground/Demolition  Landfill  and  the  Old  Demolition  Area 
ceased  operation  in  1955." 

Recommendation:  Including  the  exact  date  of  the  closure  of 

the  old  OB/OD  areas  puts  the  actual  use  of  this  area  in  proper 
perspective. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

25.  Pages  4-20,  Section  4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 
31  OB/OD  Areas 

Comment:  The  investigation  within  the  most  recent  OB/OD  areas 
is  being  conducted  under  the  RCRA  Closure  Plan  program  not  the 
base -wide  RI/FS. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  OB/OD  section  to  include  details 
and  dates  of  the  ongoing  RCRA  Closure  Plan  effort. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


26.  Page  4-21,  Section  4.1.  Mr.  Gaborek 
32-33  Old  OB/OD  Areas 

Comment:  The  old  OB/OD  areas  were  investigated  in  the  ongoing 
RI/FS  effort  in  addition  to  the  investigation  conducted  in  1981. 
You  fail  to  state  the  fact  that  seunples  were  taken  in  these  areas 
in  addition  to  UXO  survey  efforts. 

Recommendation:  Include  details  of  the  results  of  the  ongoing 
RI/FS  effort  in  the  old  OB/OD  areas.  Specifically  include  results 
of  the  sampling  and  the  UXO  survey  effort. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

27.  Page  4-22,  Section  4.2,  Mr.  Gaborek 
New  ARSES 

Comment:  The  single  statement  in  this  section  states  that, 
"These  are  discussed  in  Section  4.1".  Clarify  this  statement. 
Section  4.1  addresses  previously  identified  AREEs  not  new  ones. 

Recommendation:  The  single  statement  in  this  section  is 

totally  unacceptable.  This  section  needs  to  address  this  specific 
issue  if  your  efforts  uncovered  any  new  AREEs.  Revise  this  section 
and  provide  sufficient  discussion  of  the  issue. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

28.  Page  4-23,  Section  4.3,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Adjacent /Surrounding  Properties 

Comment:  Paragraph  l  of  this  section  fails  to  include  the 

fact  that  the  town  of  Fort  Wingate  located  to  the  east  of  the 
current  FWDA  operates  a  wastewater  treatment  plant .  This  plant 
discharges  to  the  South  Fork  of  the  Puerco  River  which  flows  along 
the  northern  boundary  of  the  fort. 

In  Lines  2  and  10,  Paragraph  2,  of  the  referenced  section  you 
identify  the  Puerco  River.  Do  you  mean  the  South  Fork  of  this 
river? 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  referenced  paragraph  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment . 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

29.  Page  4-23,  Section  4.4,  Mr.  Gaborek 
Non-CERCLA  Concerns 

Comment:  Replace  the  word,  "instrtiments" ,  appearing  in  Line 
5,  Paragraph  1,  of  the  referenced  section  with  the  word, 
"equipment" . 

Recommendation:  Revise  Paragraph  1  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


30.  Page  4-24,  Section  4.4,  Mr.  Boldt 

Non-CERCLiA  Concerns,  Listing  of  Buildings  Pages  4-24  through 

4-26,  inclusive 

Comment:  This  listing  is  an  unnecessary  duplication  of 
information  presented  in  Tedale  4.4-1.  It  would  be  useful  to  group 
the  long,  laundry  list  of  buildings  and  areas  provided  in  this 
section  into  specific  areas  of  FWDA.  For  example,  group  all 
'buildings  applicable  to  the  Administration  Area  under  the 
.  subsection  entitled  "Administration  Area".  Other  main  subsection 
titles,  include  but  are  not  limited  to:  "Work  Shop  Areas";  "Igloo 
and  Magazine  Areas";  and  "Demolition  and  Burning  Ground  Areas". 

Recommendation:  This  listing  should  be  deleted,  and  buildings 
in  Table  4.4-1  should  be  grouped  by  parcel  number. Break  up  the 
laundry  list  of  "qualified"  parcels  contained  on  Pages  4-24  through 
4-26,  inclusive,  into  site-specific  property  areas.  This  type  of 
break  out  would  make  your  presentation  more  "user-friendly"  and 
clear. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be  incorporated 
because  both  tables  are  relevant  to  the  investigation  and  will 
facilitate  referencing. 

31.  Page  4-26,  Section  4.4,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Non-CERCLA  Concerns,  79.  Demolition  Kickout  Area 

Comment:  The  paragraph  which  occurs  before  the  discussion  of 
site  80  is  a  totally  inaccurate  representation  of  the  facts.  The 
kickout  area  is  part  of  the  ongoing  RCRA  Closure  Plan  area.  UXO 
survey  data  is  availadDle  and  3  separate  UXO  destruction  actions 
have  occurred  in  this  area.  You  fail  to  discuss  this  fact. 

Recommendation:  You  continually  fail  to  discuss  the  fact  that 
the  Army  has  taken  proactive  steps  to  minimize  the  UXO  risk  within 
the  OB/OD  area.  In  excess  of  24,000  items  have  been  stockpiled  and 
destroyed.  In  excess  of  450  blow  in  place  actions  have  occurred. 
Screening  actions  for  explosive  wastes  has  also  been  completed. 

You  must  ensure  that  the  results  and  conclusions  of  the  RCRA 
Closure  activities  within  the  OB/OD  area  are  included  in  this  CERFA 
Report . 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  included. 

32.  Page  4-26,  Section  4.4,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Scattered  Utility  Buildings 

Comment:  Presvunably  you  are  referring  to  the  very  small 

concrete  structures  used  to  temporarily  store  ammunition  pallets. 
In  any  event,  these  "buildings"  need  to  be  clarified. 

Recommendation:  Revise  your  discussion  of  the  scattered 
utility  buildings  to  specifically  identify  their  former  purpose  and 
use . 


ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be  incorporated 
because  documentation  has  not  been  presented  to  suggest  otherwise. 


33.  Table  4,4.1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Buildings  with  CERFA  Qualifiers 

Comment:  It  would  be  helpful  to  include,  in  addition,  to  the 
building  number,  the  location  of  the  building  on  FWDA,  i.e., 
Building  1  -  Administration  Area.  The  location  designation  should 
be  represented  by  an  additional  column.  In  addition,  buildings 
should  be  grouped  by  parcel.  Clarify  your  designation  of  "PCB 
'Storage  (possible)  -  P(P)".  The  Army  spent  a  considerable  sum  of 
.  money  to  have  ERM  conduct  a  facility- wide  PCB  evaluation.  At  this 
‘  point  in  time,  we  should  know  the  exact  status  of  all  buildings 
with  respect  to  PCB  contamination. 

Recommendation:  Revise  Table  4.4.1  to  address  the  concerns 
presented  in  the  provided  comment, 

ARmr  RSSPCnrSE:  comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated  because  the  format  is  a  programmatic  format  which  is 
common  to  all  CERFA  documents,  and  should  remain  as  such  to 
maintain  consistency. 

34.  Page  5-1,  Sections  5.0  -  5.3,  inclusive,  Mr.  Gaborek 

General  Comment 

Comment:  The  total  lack  of  text  in  Section  5.0  is  not 

acceptcible.  It  is  impossible  to  follow  your  j-ogic  in  designation 
of  site  parcelization  without  explicit  rationale  for  these  actions. 

Recommendation;  Provide  a  Section  5.0  to  define  the  process 
by  which  a  parcel  is  classified-  Follow  the  Section  5,0  format 
being  forwarded. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

35.  Table  5.1-1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

Unknown  Table  Naune 

Comment:  Provide  a  name  for  Table  5.1-1.  Every  single  block 
designation  within  Table  5.1-1  requires  a  written  response,  i.e, 
the  majority  of  the  "Remediation  Efforts"  column  is  blank.  The 
"Source  of  Evidence"  for  the  OB/OD  area  and  associated  "kickout 
area"  is  the  Interim  Status  RCRA  Closure  Plan  not  -he  1993  RI/FS. 
In  addition,  you  must  address  the  following  concerns: 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

*  The  Parcel  Number  Identification,  i.e.,  "1D-HR/L(P) 
needs  to  be  explained  prior  to  presentation  of  Table  5.1-1.  The 
text  in  Section  5.0  should  have  adequately  presented  this 
classification  nomenclature. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


*  This  Center  considers  your  lack  of  attention  to  the 

♦  results  and  conclusion  of  the  RI/FS  Report  to  be  a  serious 
deficiency.  For  example,  the  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  area  was 
evaluated  in  the  RI  and  found  not  be  an  area  of  concern,  however, 
this  seune  area  is  classified  as  a  ”CERFA  Disqualified"  parcel  on 
Page  2  of  ll.  Table  S.l-l  because  of  releases  of  wastewater 
containing  explosive  confounds.  Are  you  going  to  base  your 

'disqualification  on  speculation  or  your  actual  sampling  data? 

^  .  Parcel  qualification  should  be  based  on  your  RI/FS  data  not  upon 

speculative,  historic  information.  You  must  re -address  all  areas 
of  concern  evaluated  in  the  RI/FS,  Other  concerns  incluca,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  the  following: 

ARMY  SBSPONSB:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be  incorporated 
because  CERFA  guidelines  are  quite  clear  as  to  parcel 
determination,  and  the  document  has  followed  those  estcdjlished 
guidelines . 

-  This  Center  takes  exception  to  your  designation  of  the 
former  ballistic  launch  sites.  These  areas  were  evaluated  in  the 
RI/FS  and  found  not  to  be  areas  of  environmental  concern.  You 
disqualify  them  due  to  potential  hazardous  and  petroleum  releases 
(Sheet  2  of  4) .  This  is  not  accurate. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated  due  to  the  reasons  stated  the  Army's  Response  above. 

-  This  Center  takes  exception  to  your  designation  of  the 
Old  OB/OD  areas  (Sheet  2  of  4) .  What  is  the  basis  for  the  "HR" 
designation  of  these  areas? 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Same  response  as  above. 

You  must  classify  the  fluorspar  storage  area  found  on 
Sheet  3  of  4.  In  addition,  you  fail  to  acknowledge  the  buildings 
in  the  Administration  Area  currently  under  lease  for  Native 
American  food  distribution  services.  Given  the  category 
definitions  for  this  investigation,  doesn't  this  area  qualify  as  a 
CERFA  Excluded  parcel?  Coordinate  with  the  RI/FS  tecim  for  this 
information. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated  because  Fluorspare  is  not  a  CERCLA  regulated 
substance,  or  a  petroleum  product  or  a  derivative  of  a  petroleum 
product.  Properties  which  are  leased  are  not  CERFA  disqualified  as 
per  CERFA  guidance. 

Sheet  3  of  4  needs  to  be  revised  to  accurately 
represent  the  data  from  the  RI/FS  Report. 

^  ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 

*  incorporated  because  of  the  reasons  stated  above. 


*a  The  Metcalf  &  Eddy  Technical  Plan  was  prepared  to 
specifically  outline  procedures  to  be  followed  in  initiation  of  the 
RI/FS.  Your  RI/FS  contains  the  actual  data.  The  Technical  Plan  is 
simply  an  pl^i  for  how  to  conduct  the  RI/PS.  How  then  can  a 
Technical  Plf/.-A  uetve  as  the  basis  of  parcel  tjualif ication? 

ARMY  RBH.'‘>bSEr  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 


*  Igloo  blocks  are  indicated  as  containing  both  CERFA 
"disqualifyiiivV  and  "qualifying"  circvunstances.  You  include  a  LBP 
concern  for  the  igloos.  Why?  Interiors  of  the  igloos  are  not 
painted.  They  have  concrete  walls.  At  the  ment,  the  igloo  blocks 
should  be  listed  as  POSSIBLE  (P)  HR  -  Hazardous  Materials  Release. 
Accompanying  text  for  these  areas  should  extensively  detail  the 
facts  concerning  the  limited  nature  of  po.sfsible  explosive  residue 
contamination  in  these  areas.  Most  of  the  tested  igloos  did  not 
test  positive  for  explo&^ives.  The  detected  explosives  were 
associated  with  floor  drainage  to  the  outside  in  one  case. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Consnent  noted.  Comment  will  not  be 
incorporated  because  the  igloo  doors  are  painted  wj.th  possible  loh.'.! 
based  paint.  CERFA  guidance  is  <f'ite  clear  as  to  paical 
detorniiration,  the  document  follows  CERFA  guidance. 

*  Use  of  the  qualifier,  "chemical  contamination", 
appearing  in  the  column  entitled,  "Basis",  needo  to  be  clarified. 

Recommendation:  Revise  Table  5.1-1  in  accordance  with  the 
provided  comment. 

ARMY  RESPONSE:  Comment  will  be  incorporated. 

36.  Figures  5.1-1,  Mr.  Gaborek 

CERFA  Category  and  Designation  Map 

Comment:  All  maps  provided  as  Figure  5.1-1  should  be  peer 

reviewed  and  approved  with  the  appropriate  signature  sign  off 
provided  in  the  QA/QC  block. 

Recommendation:  Revise  the  Figure  5,i-i  maps  in  accordance 
with  the  provided  comment . 

ARMY  RESPONSE;  Coiravent  will  be  incorporated. 


